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 1
SUMMARY 
 
Evidence suggests that routines drive most behavior, including daily grooming, travel route 
selection, and grocery shopping (Aarts & Dijksterhuis, 2000b; Kahn & Schmittlein, 1989).  
Although the importance of routines in individuals’ lives is recognized, an understanding of 
their nature remains rather limited in consumer behavior literature (Bettman, 1979; 
Brotherton, 2001).  This thesis bridges a gap in extant research by examining key factors that 
play a role in behavioral grocery shopping routines following minor and major disruptions.  
The present research involves two interrelated investigations incorporating mixed 
methodologies (Cresswell, 2003). 
 
Study 1 
Study 1 involves semi-structured in-depth interviews seeking to establish how goal-directed 
grocery shopping routines are developed over time.  Research on routines (Brotherton, 2001; 
Reich & Zautra, 1991), goal-oriented theories (Bettman, Luce, & Payne, 1998), and script 
theories (Schank & Abelson, 1977) afford a basis for Study 1.  Utilizing a laddering approach 
of questioning (Gutman, 1997), respondents are probed on end goals as described in the List 
of Values (LOV) (Kahle & Kennedy, 1988).  Protocols were pilot tested on four participants.  
Subsequently, in line with Glaser and Strauss (1967), theoretical sampling procedures 
identified three participants, who were interviewed on three occasions over an eight week 
period, until theoretical saturation was achieved.   
 
A significant contribution of Study 1 lies in the development of a conceptual framework 
(Figure S.1) for understanding factors associated with grocery shopping routines.  This 
model reflects a working definition characterizing routines as goal-driven and value-guided 
heuristic strategies.  It is proposed that routines are repetitive patterns of personal and 
private behavioral activities dependent upon situational and temporal contexts, and utilized 
for instrumental reasons.  The present framework also suggests relational directions between 
factors involving unidirectional relationships from goal-centeredness to situational contexts, 
anticipated temporal conditions, and repetitive value.  Risk-taking attitudes and personal 
values also shape goal-directed behaviors.   
 
Study 2 
Using structural equation modeling (SEM) procedures (Jöreskog & Sörbom, 1993), Study 2, 
an online experiment, aims to test and build upon the conceptual model emanating from 
Study 1.  Despite research focusing on the influence of goals in recurrent patterns of 
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behavior, such as habits (Aarts & Dijksterhuis, 2000a, 2000b), gaps remain on the effects of 
goals (Bettman et al., 1998) and disruptions (Bettman, 1979) on consumer routines 
(Brotherton, 2001).  Study 2 investigates the impact of minor and major disruptions on 
routinized grocery shopping behavior.  As a first step, online measures and procedures were 
pilot tested on 15 participants.  Following pretest procedures, 612 participants were allocated 
across three experimental groups: situational contexts (SC; n = 205), anticipated temporal 
conditions (ATC; n = 203), and repetitive value (RV; n = 204).  Cohorts were assessed at 
baseline levels and received unique disruptions appropriate to their circumstance.  SC and 
RV groups were exposed to minor and major disruptions.  However, the ATC cohort 
received temporal surplus and poverty conditions.  Where available, measures were adapted 
from existing scales (Reich & Zautra, 1991; Kahle & Kennedy, 1988).   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure S.1 Conceptual Model of Routinization of Grocery Shopping Behavior  
 
Unique contributions of this study are evident in the large-scale SEM testing of a model of 
grocery shopping routinization: 
• Overall sound structural model fit demonstrates that the present model of grocery 
shopping routinization is explained by six distinct components including routinized 
behavior, goal-centeredness, situational contexts, anticipated temporal conditions, 
repetitive value, and risk-taking attitudes; and three dimensions of personal values: 
maturity, self-direction/achievement, and enjoyment. 
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GOAL-CENTEREDNESS 
RISK-TAKING 
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PERSONAL VALUES 
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routinized behavior 
Relational associations between key concepts 
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• In terms of routine disruptions, results demonstrate equivalence and viability of the 
model’s factorial structure across three disruption levels (baseline, minor, major) and 
experimental groups (SC, ATC, RV).   
• Latent mean structures however, differ significantly across disruption levels:  
• In terms of situational disruptions, routinized behaviors for baseline levels are 
significantly higher than those following minor and major disruptions.  Differences 
between minor and major behavioral responses are nonsignificant.  Findings indicate 
that routine strength is dependent on degree of situational interruptions. 
• Under temporal interruptions, baseline routines are significantly higher than temporal 
surplus conditions, but significantly lower following temporal poverty, showing that 
temporal disruptions can both facilitate and impede routines. 
• For instrumental disruptions, behavioral responses are significantly different between 
baseline and major interruptions, and minor and major disruptions.   There are 
nonsignificant differences between baseline and minor disruption responses.  Present 
results demonstrate that positive repetitive values are attainable following minor 
instrumental interruptions. 
• In general, findings demonstrate that regardless of goal stability, routines change when 
model components are disrupted. 
• Present results were tested for common method bias (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & 
Podsakoff, 2003; Spector, 2006), revealing no evidence of social desirability.   
 
Findings suggest theoretical, research, and practical implications.  First, this thesis expands 
decision making theory (Betsch, Fiedler, & Brinkmann, 1998) by demonstrating that, despite 
unwavering goals, new contexts arising from disruptions influence new behavioral 
deliberations.  Second, in relation to research implications, this thesis develops then 
subsequently tests a model of grocery shopping routinization. Despite routines becoming 
subconscious over time (Aarts & Dijksterhuis, 2000a), this study asserts that routines are 
intentional and involve goal-directed strategies for dealing with the environment.  Third, 
from an applied perspective, practitioners should be aware that routine-disrupted 
consumers remain goal-driven.  Consumers are unlikely to forego focal goals (e.g., shop for 
weekly household meals) if these goals are non-negotiable.  Present results suggest that 
consumers esteem maturity–related personal values, such as fostering and maintaining 
warm relationships with others and sense of belonging, when grocery shopping. 
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In general, this thesis contributes to literature on consumer routines (Bettman, 1979) through 
the development of a conceptual framework and assessment of the impact of disruptions on 
a model of grocery shopping routinization.  Notwithstanding, the proposed model requires 
further empirical verification, particularly in terms of its predictive power.  Understanding 
the intricacies of changes, such as retail and brand switching in consumer behavior is 
valuable.  After all, repeat purchasing in the form of routines, and ensuing loyalty, are 
frequently regarded as key marketing goals (Ehrenberg, 1974). 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
 
This thesis examines key factors that play a role in the development of behavioral grocery 
shopping routines, and explores the impact of disruptions on routinized behaviors.  The 
phenomenon of routines in consumer behavior literature seems under-explored other than 
reference to shopping and consumption patterns (Kahn & Schmittlein, 1989; Kim & Park, 
1997).  While researchers (Kim & Park, 1997; Kahn & Schmittlein, 1989; Putrevu & Ratchford, 
1997) have long studied topical areas in grocery shopping behavior, little is known about key 
components that support routine maintenance.   
 
This research is important as extensive research has been undertaken in other areas 
associated with routines, such as habitual behaviors (Knight, 1999) and loyalty (Oliver, 1999).  
Multidisciplinary research within the fields of psychology (Betsch, Fiedler, & Brinkmann, 
1998) and management (Tranfield, Duberley, Smith, Musson, & Stokes, 2000) contributes 
predominantly to the multifaceted aspects of this dimension.  While investigators (Fram, 
1992; Fram & Ajami, 1994; Aylott & Mitchell, 1999) have descriptively studied the concept of 
disruptions on consumer routines, exploratory considerations have been largely ignored.  
The following section highlights the significance and justification for this research, 
identifying six reasons for the present investigation.  Chapter 1 ends with an outline of 
chapters comprising this thesis.  
 
Significance and Justification for this Research 
 
Excellence is an art won by training and habituation. We do not act rightly because 
we have virtue or excellence, but have those because we have acted rightly. We are 
what we repeatedly do.  Excellence then, is not an act but a habit (Aristotle, 384-322 
BC). 
 
In classic times, Aristotle recognized the significance of routines and habits as an inevitable 
component in the lives of humans.  In relatively recent times, psychologists (Athay & Darley, 
1981) acknowledged that routinized decision making involves a primary characteristic of 
daily living, suggesting that routines drive most behavior, including daily grooming (Rook 
1985), travel route selection (Gärling & Axhausen, 2003), and grocery shopping (Kahn & 
Schmittlein, 1989; Ehrenberg, 1972, 1974).   
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In addition to routines, researchers (Gollwitzer, 1990; Shah & Kruglanski, 2003; Lee & Ariely, 
2006) have demonstrated the pivotal role of goals in daily living, providing direction for 
actions, and influencing thought and behavioral processes.  Building on the concept of goals, 
the present research examines how goal-directed routinized behaviors are developed and the 
impact of disruptions on grocery shopping routines.  The next section provides a justification 
for this research.  
 
There are six primary reasons for undertaking this thesis including the need to: distinguish 
routines from other repetitive patterns; contribute to current understanding of consumer 
routines (Bettman, 1979; Brotherton, 2001); explore the role of goals on routinized behaviors; 
develop a model of routinization; examine the impact of routine disruptions on consumer 
routines; and investigate the phenomenon of routines from a grocery shopping context.   
 
Distinctions between Routines and other Related Concepts 
 
The notion of routines has been used interchangeably with related concepts, including habits 
(Knight, 1999), rituals (Rook, 1985), loyalty (Oliver, 1999), and addiction (Peele, 1979).  
Limited knowledge however, has distinguished routines from these behavioral patterns.  
This operated ambiguity begs the question: How do routines differ from other recurring 
behaviors, such as habits?  Recently, Clark (2000) and Becker (2003) called for refined 
conceptual distinctions between different types of recurrent patterns.  Research needs to 
identify other related concepts and how they are related to each other.  Through extensive 
review of relevant literature, this thesis sheds light on this topic, distinguishing routines 
from other patterns and presenting a working definition and hypothetical framework of 
routinized behaviors, as presented in Chapter 2.   
 
In general, primary differences between routines and other concepts suggest that routines 
are created individually without the need for social approval, and repeated regularly and 
consistently with non-dramatic scripts.  Routines are goal- and/or value-driven and are 
performed for practical reasons (e.g., convenience, familiarity).  This research contributes to 
an understanding of consumer routines, where distinctions between concepts are delineated.  
Using a proposed definition identified in this thesis, a more precise comparison can be made 
between routines and other repetitive concepts.   
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While the term routines is associated commonly with behavior (Winter, 1986; Feldman & 
Rafaeli, 2002), other researchers (Bargh & Barndollar, 1996; Knudsen, 2002; Betsch, Fiedler, & 
Brinkmann, 1998) also refer to the concept as a representation of behavior (e.g., behavioral 
heuristic; solution; rule).  For the purpose of this dissertation, routines are viewed from a 
behavioral structural perspective (i.e., as a sequence of activities) rather than as a single 
behavioral performance (Tranfield et al., 2000).  Routinized behavior describes behavioral 
aspects or performance of activities.  Routinization, however, is concerned with the ways in 
which associated behaviors are established over time.   
 
A Contribution to Current Understanding of Consumer Routines  
 
According to Reynaud (1998), literature has failed to develop a unified academic definition 
of routines to date (Cohen et al., 1996).  Although a considerable body of literature (Nelson & 
Winter, 1982; Becker, 2001; Betsch et al., 1998) has studied the topic of routines, the concept 
of routines is clouded by some degree of ambiguity (Becker, 2003, p. 28), with present 
understanding of routines remaining imprecise (Jones & Craven, 2001).  This problem arises 
owing to different terminologies offered and a lack of attention to key aspects of 
routinization processes.  For example, Reich and Zautra (1991), and Brotherton (2001) 
characterized consumer routinization as a multidimensional personality construct.  In 
contrast, within the psychology literature, Bargh and Barndollar (1996) operationalized 
routines as a behavioral strategy triggered automatically by environmental factors in order to 
fulfill desired goals.  Tranfield and colleagues defined organizational routines as repetitive 
patterns of activity [that] … constitute the ways in which the organization has learned to co-ordinate 
its activities (2000, p. 253).  Researchers (Knot & McKelvey, 1999; Costello, 2000) find that 
organizational routines can explain significant differences between firm performances.  
Nonetheless, there appear to be gaps in consumer behavior literature (Bettman, 1979) 
concerning the role of routines and the underpinning factors in the development of this 
phenomenon.   
 
Clearly, this thesis makes a unique contribution considering that many regularities are 
observed within consumer behavior, including eating patterns (Khare & Inman, 2006), 
restaurant patronage (Kivela, Inbakaran, & Reece, 2000), and grocery shopping (Thomas & 
Garland, 1996; Ehrenberg, 1988; Kim & Park, 1997).  As the majority of decisions that 
individuals make require ongoing assessment (Simon, 1982; Betsch, Haberstroh, & Höhle, 
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2002), routines are important given their instrumental and economizing role in consumer 
decision making (Betsch et al., 1998).   
 
For practitioners, repeat patronage, brand loyalty, and other forms of routinized behaviors 
are observed as pivotal marketing objectives (Ehrenberg, 1974).  For example, routine 
customers are cost-effective, providing predictability and security for marketers, allowing 
retailers to tailor product and service offerings according to customer profiles (Kivela et al., 
2000).  As suggested by Pentland and Rueter (1994), routines represent a crucial nexus between 
structure and action (p. 484), making this research a pertinent study in understanding 
consumers further.  As well, exploring characteristics and dimensions of consumer routines 
enhances the comprehension of the concept of routines in general.    
 
The Role of Goals in Routinized Behaviors  
 
Goals are manifest in daily living (Gollwitzer, 1990; Kruglanski et al., 2002; Bargh & 
Barndollar, 1996).  Markman and Brendl (2000) recognized the importance of goals in 
consumer choice.  Goals represent an integral element of behavioral enactment, providing 
direction for behaviors (Howard & Sheth, 1969; Bettman, 1979; Pieters, Baumgartner, & 
Allen, 1995).  Under repetitive decision making conditions, a major goal involves minimizing 
time and cognitive effort by employing simple choice heuristics (e.g., adopting routines), as 
opposed to making novel and complicated optimal choices or consequences (Hoyer, 1984; 
Einhorn & Hogarth, 1981).   
 
Given the fundamental position of goals, studies have considered different dimensions, 
including interactions between goals, behaviors, and environments (Bargh & Gollwitzer, 
1994), feedback of goal-behavior processes (Carver & Scheier, 1981; Bagozzi & Dholakia, 
1999), and conscious- versus non-conscious goals (Bargh, Gollwitzer, Lee-Chai, Barndollar, & 
Trötscel, 2001; Aarts & Dijksterhuis, 2000a).  Research has tended to focus on the importance 
of goals in recurrent behavioral patterns, such as habits (Aarts & Dijksterhuis, 2000a; Hull, 
1931).  However, less attention (Bargh & Barndollar, 1996) has been devoted to exploring the 
role of goals on processes of consumer routinization, as addressed in this thesis.   
 
Although the use of goals in examining consumer behavior is not new in literature (Bargh & 
Barndollar, 1996; Bettman, 1979), studies have not explored effects of goals along with other 
elements (i.e., situational, temporal, instrumental factors) on routinized behavior.  From an 
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applied perspective, this dissertation identifies goals and values important to shoppers, such 
as those identified in the List of Values (LOV) (e.g., to have warm relationships with others, 
to gain self-respect), which are useful for understanding motivations for segmentation 
strategies (Kahle & Kennedy, 1988).  In general, a continuing and growing interest on the 
topic of goals (Bettman, Johnson, & Payne, 1991; Perugini & Bagozzi, 2001; Lee & Ariely, 
2006) makes this thesis relevant and significant.   
 
A Model of Routinization 
 
Literature (Abelson & Levi, 1985; Bettman, 1979; Brotherton, 2001) has emphasized 
repeatedly the significance of routines in decision making and behavior.  In an early seminal 
study, Simon (1955) claimed that decision makers lack the resources, such as time and 
memory capacities to process information, particularly under repetitive conditions.  An 
extensive body of empirical work and theories ranging from the concept of bounded 
rationality (Simon, 1982) to notions of heuristics (Inbar, 1979; Kahneman, Slovic, & Tversky, 
1982) underpin human reasoning and decision making, demonstrating why routines are 
adopted.  Ehrenberg (1972) established that encountering recurrent circumstances instigates 
repetitive behaviors.  Thus, routinized behaviors provide convenient solutions to problems 
encountered a priori, and capitalized when confronted with similar decision problems 
(Betsch et al., 1998; Aarts & Dijksterhuis, 2000a).   
 
Although the relevance of routines is recognized in individuals’ lives, consumer behavior 
researchers (Bettman, 1979; Brotherton, 2001) have not considered key factors contributing to 
a model of routinization.  Knight (1999) conceptualized habitual consumption, and 
Brotherton (2001) provided foundational basis for work on routinization, however no other 
studies have developed a model of consumer routine processes, referred to as routinization 
in this thesis.  Given that routines are processual (Becker, 2001, p. 14), investigating 
developmental and maintenance process of routines offers in-depth insight into the 
intricacies of consumer behavior.  Empirical research (Becker, 2001) has identified several 
processual characteristics of organizational routines, including time of impact (Narduzzo, 
Rocco, & Warglien, 2000), context-dependence (Dubuisson, 1998), and implications of 
repetition (Weick, 1990), and deviation (Cohen & Bacdayan, 1994).  Questions remain 
regarding the underlying mechanisms of consumer routine development, such as: How are 
routines established over time?   
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Integrating principles from goal-related theory (Bettman, 1979; Bargh & Barndollar, 1996; 
Aarts & Dijksterhuis, 2000a) and previous work on routines (Brotherton, 2001; Reich & 
Zautra, 1991), this dissertation uses mixed methodologies (Creswell, 2003) to develop, test, 
and build upon a hypothesized model of consumer routinization.  That is, goal-centeredness, 
situational contexts, anticipated temporal conditions, and repetitive value are viewed as 
contributing to the reenactment of routinized consumption scripts, leading to routinization 
over time.  Risk-taking attitudes and personal values also influence goals.  The proposed 
model provides a first step towards the development of a theory of behavioral routinization.  
Establishing a sound understanding of the relative contribution of each model component on 
routinization presents significant implications.  For example, this research supports Bagozzi, 
Baumgartner, and Pieters (1998), suggesting that routines are intentional and involve goal-
directed strategies for dealing with the environment.  Retailers could use the proposed 
model, which suggests that loyalty happens under sufficiently stable store environments 
(e.g., situation, time), fulfillment of consumer goals, and achievement of repetitive value.   
 
The Impact of Disruptions on Routines  
 
Consumer researchers (Bettman, 1979; Howard & Sheth, 1969) acknowledge the significance 
of disruptions, also referred to as interruptions, in consumer behavior.  Literature (Bettman, 
1979; Howard & Sheth, 1969; Aylott & Mitchell, 1999) shows that disruptions play an integral 
role in consumer decision making, despite limited understanding of this phenomenon.  For 
example, Aylott and Mitchell (1999) investigated effects of different grocery shopping 
disruptions.  Their work confirmed that grocery shopping can be the most stressful form of 
shopping, especially when coupled with stressors such as crowd density, staff attitude, and 
store relocation.   
 
Despite the pervasiveness of interruptions in consumer behavior, gaps remain in extant 
knowledge about dynamics supporting routine maintenance and deviation.  Few studies 
(Betsch et al., 1998; Aylott & Mitchell, 1999) have considered the role of contextual factors in 
routinized behaviors following disruptions.  Research (Iyer & Ahlawat, 1987; Betsch et al., 
1998) has tended generally to focus on studying effects of time pressure on routines, ignoring 
other types of disruptions such as situational and instrumental reasons for routine 
maintenance.  However, specifically, what circumstances instigate behavioral maintenance 
and deviation?  This thesis sheds some light on this issue by considering systematically the 
impact of no, minor, and major disruptions on situational (e.g., product availability, prior 
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knowledge of store layouts), temporal (e.g., time pressure, surplus), and instrumental (e.g., 
familiarity, satisfaction) aspects on routinized behaviors.  Such insight is valuable as 
disruptions, including situational (Shanteau, Friel, Thomas, & Raacke, 2005) and temporal 
constraints (Betsch et al., 1998) affect consumer routines and behavioral management 
strategies (e.g., cognitive economy) (Bargh, 1997; Hogarth, 1987).  The increasing interest 
(Betsch & Haberstroh, 2005) to investigate further the role of routine disruptions emphasizes 
the need for this research.   
 
In addition, limited knowledge is available on how goals (Bettman, Luce, & Payne, 1998) and 
disruptions (Bettman, 1979) inter alia affect consumer routines (Brotherton, 2001).  According 
to Betsch, Haberstroh, Glöckner, Haar, and Fiedler (2001), new behavioral patterns can 
emerge when individual goals are modified.  However, what is the effect of disruptions on 
routinized behaviors given stable goals?  Addressing this question is useful considering that 
consumers are adaptive decision makers (Alderson, 1957; Payne, Bettman, & Johnson, 1993), 
while routines are goal-directed in nature (Aarts & Dijksterhuis, 2000a; Bargh & Barndollar, 
1996).  This dissertation contributes by demonstrating that, despite unwavering goals, new 
contexts arising from disruptions influence new behavioral deliberations.  Behavioral 
responses differ significantly across no, minor, and major disruption levels, suggesting that 
routines might or might not change when model components are interrupted.  Wood, Tam, 
and Witt (2005b) established that disruptions that are not pivotal to performance have 
minimal effect on recurrent behaviors.  Considering that repetition is associated with 
familiarity, stability and thus reduced stress, routines are usually more attractive than novel 
experiences and choices.  As well, studies (Shah & Kruglanski, 2003; Lawson, 1997; Bettman, 
1979) show that disruptions do not necessarily weaken routines when goals are fulfilled.  
Applied contributions emerging from this research, suggest that consumers’ goals and 
values are integral components of routinized behavior, even in the face of disruptions.  
Consumers are unlikely to forego focal goals (e.g., shop for weekly household meals) if these 
goals are non-negotiable.   
 
The study of interruptions under controlled experimental conditions has also been neglected 
(Klein, Orasanu, Calderwood, & Zsambock, 1993; Baars, 1992).  There is limited knowledge 
concerning the properties and context conditions promoting routine deviation under 
simulated environments.  Extant research (Ajzen, 2002; Betsch et al., 2001; Verplanken & 
Aarts, 1999) has tended to measure rather than manipulate routine behavior via correlation 
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studies.  Adopting a quasi-experimental approach, this thesis examines and manipulates the 
impact of disruptions on routine strength and behavioral maintenance.    
 
Routines from a Grocery Shopping Perspective 
 
Owing to the ubiquity of routines in grocery shopping, the domain of grocery shopping 
provides a suitable context for studying the development of behavioral routines.  Grocery 
shopping is recognized as an essential and routine type of consumer behavior (Park, Iyer, & 
Smith, 1989; Thomas & Garland, 2004), involving a considerable amount of repetitive and 
low involvement decisions.  Studying the concept of goal-directed behaviors within a 
grocery shopping perspective is appropriate as shopping trips are characterized by multiple 
goals, driving consumers to expend minimal time and effort on single grocery decisions 
(Deshpande & Hoyer, 1983).   
 
Grocery shopping is described as scripted behavior (Thomas & Garland, 1996; Arnould, 
Price, & Zinkhan, 2002).  Scripts represent schemata or memory structures which are elicited 
under specific conditions (Schank & Abelson, 1977; Bozinoff, 1982) and guide behavior 
(Searleman & Hermann, 1994, p. 126).  Block and Morwitz (1999) showed that consumers 
possess shopping scripts to manage familiar environmental contexts.  The notion of scripts is 
considered a valid and widely applied concept (Taylor, Cronin, & Hansen, 1991), adopted 
generally in psychology (Abelson, 1981) and consumer behavior (Whitney & John, 1983; 
Stoltman, Tapp, & Lapidus, 1989).  However, there has been little attempt in extending and 
implementing the concept in practice.   
 
Review of consumer literature (Erasmus, Boshoff, & Rousseau, 2002) indicates that studies 
have not considered fully the adoption of scripts when measuring grocery shopping 
routines, possibly because formation of scripts can be described as an individually-
developed rather than publicly shared phenomenon (Nottenburg & Shoben, 1980).  This 
thesis addresses this issue by developing a script-based measure, consisting of high-schema 
actions (i.e., definitely scripted actions) (Hannigan & Reinitz, 2001) to operationalize 
routinized behavior.  As acknowledged by Erasmus, Boshoff, and Rousseau (2002), using 
script theory (Schank & Abelson, 1977) to investigate consumer behavior shed[s] light on 
consumers’ expectations, … plan[s] as well as situational decision making process and behavior (p. 2).  
Given that scripts reflect mental representation of events (Bozinoff, 1982), exploring routines 
from a script-based perspective provides valuable information on behavioral change upon 
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disruptions.  The next section summarizes the fundamental research objective and purpose 
of this thesis.  
 
 
Overarching Research Objectives and Approach 
 
The primary research objectives of the present thesis are: 
To model how consumer routines are established and maintained over time 
(i.e., model of routinization); and to investigate the impact of no, minor, and 
major disruptions on routinized grocery shopping behavior.  
 
Specifically, this dissertation works towards achieving four purposes:  
1. To operationalize what is meant by routines vis a vis related concepts, including habitual 
behaviors, loyalty, rituals, and addictive behaviors; 
2. To model routinized behavior from a goal perspective, given that routines function as a 
means of achieving goals or end-states (Bargh & Barndollar, 1996);  
3. To examine key factors (situational contexts, anticipated temporal conditions, repetitive 
value) that play a pivotal role in goal-directed routines following no, minor, and major 
disruptions; and   
4. To investigate routines from a grocery shopping perspective, providing a relevant 
context for studying the development of behavioral routines.  
 
The current research involves two interrelated investigations incorporating mixed 
methodologies (Cresswell, 2003).  Study 1 explores the dialectics of routines via longitudinal 
in-depth interviews, seeking to establish how grocery shopping routines are developed over 
time (i.e., routinization).  Owing to the dearth of research on routines (Cohen & Bacdayan, 
1994), this study follows a semi-exploratory focus, utilizing a laddering approach of 
questioning adopted from means-end chain theory (Gutman, 1997).  Participants report real 
life accounts of their shopping routines, providing rich insights for model testing and 
building.   
 
Study 2, an online experiment, explores the impact of disruptions on routinized behavior, 
within which a conceptual model derived from Study 1 was tested using structural equation 
modeling (SEM) procedures.  Large-scale SEM testing of a model of grocery shopping 
routinization is a primary contribution of this research.  Studies (Muthen & Curran, 1997) 
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demonstrate that SEM provides novel modeling methods to assess experimental treatment 
process and outcomes.   
 
 
Outline of Thesis Chapters  
 
An outline of the chapters in the present thesis is provided below.   
 
Chapter 2: Conceptual Background 
 
Chapter 2 reviews relevant literature, discussing routines from a multi-disciplinary 
perspective, and related concepts, including habit, loyalty, rituals, and addictions.  Based on 
literature, a working definition and hypothetical model of behavioral routines in grocery 
shopping is developed, demonstrating that routines can be explained by four components: 
goal-centeredness, situational contexts, anticipated temporal conditions, and repetitive value.  
This chapter outlines four research questions addressed in Studies 1 and 2.   
 
Chapter 3:  Study 1: Establishing Routinization 
 
Study 1 involves in-depth interviews of three participants, establishing how goal-directed 
grocery shopping routines are developed over time.  This chapter describes research 
objectives, qualitative research methods, and data analytic procedures, including case studies 
and template analyses.  Results are presented and discussed, culminating in the 
development of a conceptual model of routinization, tested empirically in Study 2.  
Limitations and implications for theory and practice, arising from Study 1 are discussed.  
 
Chapter 4:  Study 2: Impact of Disruptions on Routines  
 
Study 2 concerns an online experiment, investigating the effect of no, minor, and major 
disruptions on consumer routines.  The present methodology and data analytic procedures 
are described.  Results are discussed within the context of goals (Bettman et al., 1998) and 
disruptions (Bettman, 1979) on consumer routines (Brotherton, 2001).  As noted earlier, the 
current study tests and builds upon a conceptual model emanating from Study 1, of which 
one-factor congeneric and multi-factor measurement models are confirmed prior to testing of 
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a hypothetical structural model.  Limitations and implications for theory and practice are 
identified.  
 
Chapter 5:  Conclusion 
 
Chapter 5 draws together key aspects relating to Studies 1 and 2.  Major findings and 
contributions are discussed in line with the original research problem and research 
questions.  This chapter also identifies unique contributions arising from this thesis, 
concluding with recommendations for future research. 
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CHAPTER 2 
CONCEPTUAL BACKGROUND  
 
Chapter 2 begins with an examination of pertinent literature in the grocery shopping 
routinization area; focusing on definitions afforded by different disciplines and related 
concepts, including habits, loyalty, rituals, and addictions.  The subsequent section 
introduces conceptualizations of routines, concentrating on four distinct concepts: goal-
centeredness, situational contexts, anticipated temporal conditions, and repetitive value, 
leading to a working framework of behavioral routines.  Literature on disruptions and 
grocery shopping are also reviewed.   
 
Empirical Research on Consumer Routines 
 
The seminal study of Nelson and Winter (1982) proposed that the concept of routines is a key 
to understanding behavioral changes.  Ever since, a growing body of literature (Betsch et al., 
1998; Cohen et al., 1996; Brotherton, 2001) has been devoted to the study of routines, 
highlighting the significance of this phenomenon.  Empirical research has contributed 
theoretically to the topic of routines.  Adapted from Becker (2001), Tables 2.1 and 2.2 show a 
list of empirical studies on routines across different disciplines including organizational 
behavior (Cohen & Bacdayan, 1994), psychology (Betsch, Brinkmann, Fiedler, & Breining, 
1999), and economics (Pereira & Patelli, 1996).  These tables indicate that approximately 39% 
of empirical contributions on routines are based on qualitative case studies, 33% on 
laboratory experiments, 21% on surveys, and 7% on other methods (e.g., observations).   
 
Notwithstanding, almost 10 years ago, Avery (1996) stated that knowledge of routines is 
incomplete.  Similarly, Cohen and colleagues (1996) noted that there has been little progress … 
in reaching agreement on what routines are and therefore … how or why [researchers] should study 
them (p. 656).  More recently, Jones and Craven (2001) claimed that current understanding of 
routines remains imprecise (p. 269).  Although the frequency and importance of routines in 
daily behavior is recognized in consumer behavior literature (Kahn & Schmittlein, 1989; Kim 
& Park, 1997; Ehrenberg, 1988; Bettman, 1979), an understanding of their nature remains 
limited.  Moreover, the concept of routines has been used interchangeably with concepts like 
habits (Knight, 1999) and loyalty (Oliver, 1999).  This thesis contributes by shedding light on 
the theoretical debate on behavioral routines.  Four research questions are addressed and 
identified in line with gaps in literature in latter sections of this chapter.  
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Table 2.1 Part 1: Empirical Literature on Routines 
Reference Research focus Discipline Research method 
• Weick (1990) • Interruption of routines within the context of air disaster • Management  • Case study 
• Reich & Zautra (1991) • Development of a routinization scale  • Health, psychology  • Survey 
• Pentland (1992) • Organizing moves in organizational knowledge  • Organizational behavior • Data panels 
• Cohen & Bacdayan (1994) • Storage of organizational routines in light of procedural memories • Organizational behavior • Experiments 
• Pentland & Rueter (1994) • Sequential structure of work processes and organizational routines • Organizational behavior • Case study 
• Schneier (1995) • Development and modification of managerial routines • Management • Experiments 
• Avery (1996) • Influence of feedback on development and persistence of group routines • Psychology • Experiments 
• Pentland, Roldan, Shabana, Soe, & 
Ward (1996) 
• Measuring routineness in organizations • Organizational behavior • Case study 
• Egidi (1996) • Procedural memory of routinized behavior  • Organizational behavior • Experiments 
• Pereira & Patelli (1996) • Emergence of optimal and sub-optimal routines in cooperative games • Economics • Experiments 
• Costello (1996) • Using routines to understand the evolutionary change of firms • Organizational behavior • Case study 
• Egidi & Narduzzo (1997) • Path-dependency in organization learning  • Organizational behavior • Experiments 
• Egidi & Ricottilli (1997) • Evolutionary process of coordination and specialization of labor  • Economics • Experiments 
• Becker (1998) • Empirical contribution of routines  • Organizational behavior • Case study 
• Dubuisson (1998) • Evolutionary viewpoint of routines • Sociology • Case study 
• Ashmos, Duchon, & McDaniel (1998) • Impact of organizational predisposition in strategic decision making • Organizational behavior • Survey 
• Betsch, Fiedler, & Brinkmann (1998) • Effects of novelty and time pressure on behavioral routines  • Psychology  • Experiments 
• Sherer, Rogovsky, & Wright (1998) • Drivers of employment relations, including organizational routines • Organizational behavior • Survey 
• Knight (1999) • Formation of habitual behavior and the role of products and social norms • Consumer behavior  • Interviews, 
Observations 
• Garapin & Hollard (1999) • Use of artificial experiment to explore features of routinization and learning • Economics • Experiments 
Adapted from: Becker (2001, pp. 4-7) 
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Table 2.2 Part 2: Empirical Literature on Routines 
Reference Research focus Discipline Research method 
• Betsch, Brinkmann, Fiedler, & 
Breining (1999) 
• Behavioral routines in adaptive decision making  • Psychology • Experiments 
• Denis & Lazaric (1999) • How and why routines change • Organizational behavior • Case study 
• Knott & McKelvey (1999) • Organizational efficiency differences between residual claims and routines • Organizational behavior • Survey 
• Inam (1999) • Role of routines in dealing with crisis recovery • Urban planning • Case study 
• Zellmer-Bruhn (1999) • Relationship between interruptions and acquisition of routines in teams  • Organizational behavior • Case study 
• Narduzzo, Rocco, & Warglien (2000) • Routines as a basis for the emergence of organizational capabilities  • Organizational Behavior • Case study 
• Costello (2000) • Constitutive processes associated with the creation and preproduction of 
routines  
• Organizational behavior • Case study 
• Betsch, Glöckner, & Haberstroh (2000) • Use of a controlled simulation to study repeated decision making • Psychology • Experiments 
• Tranfield, Duberley, Smith, Musson, 
& Stokes (2000) 
• Understanding organizational learning processes  • Organizational behavior • Case study 
• Szulanski (2000) • How routines are developed between organizational entities • Organizational behavior • Case study 
• Betsch, Haberstroh, Glöckner, Haar, & 
Fiedler (2001) 
• Impact of routine strength in recurrent decision making  • Psychology • Experiments 
• Brotherton (2001) • Influence of consumer routines on behavior and resulting marketing 
implications  
• Consumer behavior • Survey 
• Winter & Szulanski (2001) • Key elements of a theory of replication strategy • Management • Case study 
• Harms (2003) • Rationality of routinized decision making • Transport planning • Survey 
• Reich and Williams (2003) • Sensory, behavioral, and motivational aspects of routines • Psychology  • Survey  
• Lazaric, Mangolte, & Massué (2003) • Articulation and codification of knowledge affecting routines • Policy planning • Case study 
• Betsch, Haberstroh, Molter, & 
Glöckner (2004) 
• Effectiveness of implementing routine-deviation intentions • Psychology • Experiments 
• Becker & Knudsen (2005) • Role of organizational routines in managing uncertainty • Management  • Survey 
• Hamermesh (2005) • Economic properties of temporal routines  • Economics  • Data panels  
Adapted from: Becker (2001, pp. 4-7) 
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Current Conceptualizations of Routines  
 
Different disciplines define routines differently.  Interdisciplinary research ranging from 
psychology (Betsch et al., 1998), economics (Pereira & Patelli, 1996) to organizational 
behavior (Cohen & Bacdayan, 1994) demonstrates the multifaceted aspects of this dimension.   
 
As shown in Table 2.3, Tranfield and colleagues (2000) defined organizational routines as 
repetitive patterns of activity [that] … constitute the ways in which the organization has learned to 
coordinate its activities (p. 253).  Routines can be considered from cognitive (thinking), 
behavioral (doing), and structural (configuring & accommodating) perspectives (Tranfield et 
al., 2000).  By way of contrast, Kesting (2005) conceptualized organizational routines as 
explicit and tacit specific knowledge on performance of actions acquired by repeated 
execution of particular actions.  These two definitions suggest that routines are learnt, 
recurrent patterns performed for the purpose of coordination.   
 
Table 2.3 Multi-Disciplinary Definition of Routines  
Reference Definition Keywords 
Organizational behavior    
• Tranfield, 
Duberley, 
Smith, Musson, 
& Stokes (2000) 
• Repetitive patterns of activity constituting ways 
in which an organization has learned to 
coordinate its activities 
• Repetitive patterns  
• Learned and effortful patterns  
• Coordination of activities 
• Cohen & 
Bacdayan (1994) 
• Patterned sequences of learned behavior, 
incorporating multiple actors, in response to 
selective pressures 
• Patterned sequences 
• Learned behavior 
• Response to contextual 
constraints 
• Kesting (2004) • Explicit and tacit knowledge in performing an 
action that has been acquired through repeated 
execution  
• Explicit and tacit knowledge 
• Learned and repeated 
performances/ acts 
   
Consumer behavior   
• Beharell & 
Denison (1995) 
• Behavioral activities or context with clear 
sequence of actions 
• Behavioral activity  
• Sequence of actions 
• Brotherton 
(2001) 
 
• Personal and private activities constructed of 
multiple behaviors 
• Follows a prescribed script that is planned 
ahead, where stages are ‘checked off’ as 
completed 
• Repeated at regular intervals without disruption 
• Personal and private  
• Multiple behaviors/ activities 
• Preplanned and prescribed 
script 
• Repeated regularly under stable 
conditions  
   
Psychology literature  
• Betsch, Fiedler, 
& Brinkmann 
(1998) 
• Behavioral options that come to mind, 
representing solutions for specific decision 
problems 
• Behavioral solutions 
• Memory 
• Response to decision problems 
• Bargh & 
Barndollar 
(1996) 
• Automated strategies for dealing with the 
environment to affect desired goals  
• Automatic strategies 
• Solution to environmental 
concerns 
• Goal-achieving 
 
 20 
Beharell and Denison (1995) defined consumer shopping routines as behavioral activit[ies], or 
context, with … clear sequence of actions (p. 26).  Brotherton (2001), a pioneer of routines in the 
field of consumer behavior, regards routinization as a multidimensional personality 
construct; characterizing routinization as personal and private activities constructed of multiple 
behaviors that occur in fixed episodic sequences that are ‘checked off’ as completed, and that often must 
be repeated daily (regular intervals) by the individual involved (p. 22).  Knight (1999), in contrasts, 
claimed that habitual behaviors emerge when a set of behaviors is useful for individuals to 
repeat consistently over time, given situational stability, freeing cognitive capacity for multi-
tasking.  These two conceptualizations provide a theoretical underpinning for this research, 
which considers routinization as a process of routine development.    
 
Within the psychology literature, Betsch, Fiedler, and Brinkmann (1998) operationalized 
routines as behavioral options that come to mind as solutions when confronted with certain 
decision problems involving specific goals and context situations. In the presence of more 
than one activated option, an option with highest activation represents a routine.  Along 
similar lines, Bargh and Barndollar (1996) characterized routines as an automated strategy for 
dealing with the environment to affect a desired goal (p. 461).  These definitions suggest that 
routines are behavioral strategies acting as solutions to problems encountered a priori, for 
the purpose of goal achievement. These psychologically-based definitions also reflect 
operational elements adopted for the purposes of the present study.   
 
 
Current Conceptualizations of other Repetitive Patterns 
 
Extensive research has been undertaken in related areas culminating in the concept of 
routines being regarded as habits (Knight, 1999) or a form of loyalty (Runyon & Stewart, 
1987).  The subsequent section distinguishes routines from four repetitive patterns: habits 
(Knight, 1999), rituals (Rook, 1985), loyalty (Oliver, 1999), and addiction (Benson, 2000).  
Although distinguishing characteristics exist, there are also similarities between these 
concepts.   
 
Routines versus Habits 
 
It is necessary to distinguish between habits and routines, as the former have been used 
synonymously with routines (Betsch et al., 1998; Rogers 2000).  Lazaric (2000) claimed that 
habits are related closely to routines.  While habits can be regarded as automatic thoughts or 
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behavior performed repeatedly, routines can be viewed as higher-order habits involving 
sequencing that combines processes and procedures (Clark, 2000).  According to Betsch and 
colleagues (2001), habits are special cases of routines (p. 24).   
 
Within consumer research (Munier & Wang, 2005), habits refer to repetitive behaviors of 
purchase and use.  In contrast, Lazaric (2000) regarded habits as knowledge or mental 
representations of answers.  As shown in Table 2.4, Knight (1999) conceptualized habitual 
consumption behavior patterns as non-involving fixed sequences of activities repeated consistently 
over time (p. 120).  Similarly, Aarts, Verplanken, and Van Knippenberg (1998) described 
habits as learned and scripted behaviors performed frequently in stable conditions.  Habits 
can be as complex as rituals, or as simple as the way one squeezes toothpaste (Kielhofner & 
Burke, 1985), and can be prescribed by society with social norms distinguishing good habits 
from bad habits (Walker & Lidz, 1983).    
 
Table 2.4 Current Conceptualizations of Habits, Rituals, Loyalty, and Addictions 
Reference Definition 
Habits  
• Knight (1999) • Non-involving fixed sequences of activities repeated consistently over time  
• Wood, Quinn, & Kashy 
(2002) 
• Repetition of past acts that are cued by stable environmental features with 
implicit behavioral tendencies 
  
Rituals 
• Rook (1985) • A symbolic activity constructed of multiple behaviors, occurring in fixed, 
episodic sequences, which are dramatically scripted with formality and 
inner intensity 
• Erikson (1977) • Daily behaviors reinforcing one’s role or status transition 
  
Loyalty 
• Runyon & Stewart (1987)  • Programmed decision making, where consumer patronage is given only to 
particular brands 
• Oliver (1999) • A deeply held commitment to repatronize specific preferences, despite 
situational influences that encourage switching behavior  
  
Addictions 
• Peele (1985) • A heightened and repetitive need for substances, of which discontinuation 
of their use results in suffering 
• Benson (2000)  • Excessive behaviors stemming from lack of emotional order 
 
Similarities and Distinctions between Routines and Habits  
Routines and habits are repetitive, where behavioral scripts are generally fixed with minimal 
drama.  Routinized and habitual behaviors become simpler over time owing to cognitive and 
behavioral automaticity (Beach & Mitchell, 1978; Ronis, Yates, & Kirscht, 1989).  Similar to 
routines, the seminal study of James (1890) recognized that habit simplifies the movements 
required to achieve a given result, makes them more accurate and diminishes fatigue (p. 112).  
Routines and habits are thus, developed following rationalization with intentions of 
 22 
maximizing expected utility (Suppes, 2003; Suppes, Drolet, & Bodapati, forthcoming), 
describing them as examples of learning (Cohen & Bacdayan, 1994; Bargh & Barndollar, 
1996).  As well, both dimensions are instigated by environmental cues such as situational 
stability (Wood, Quinn, & Kashy, 2002).   
 
Notwithstanding, although habits and routines are created individually, habits can be 
prearranged by society (Tetreault & Kleine, 1990).  Habits are shaped by normative 
ambiguity (Walker & Lidz, 1983), involving socially acceptable values that moderate 
behavior.  In terms of automaticity, studies (Suppes, 2003; Suppes et al., forthcoming) argues 
that habits are not consciously visualized during enactment, although they involved initially 
conscious discrimination of rational choice.  In contrasts, researchers (Beach & Mitchell, 1978; 
Hogarth, 1987) also contend that habits avoid thought and deliberations, while routines are 
knowledge-oriented and are not limited to automatic decisions.  Instead, routinized 
behavioral decisions are assessed frequently in relation to the environment (Betsch et al., 
1998).  Suppes (2003) suggested that repetitive behaviors constitute restraints on choice (e.g., 
choosing product A over B, C, D), although these restraints do not fix choice permanently 
owing to environmental determinants (e.g., buying product B over A for promotional 
reasons).  Most distinctively, although routines have a habitual element, not all habits are 
routines.   
 
Routines versus Rituals  
 
Table 2.4 shows conceptual definitions of rituals.  Rituals are also associated closely with 
routines.  Rook (1985) defined rituals as type[s] of expressive, symbolic activit[ies] constructed of 
multiple behaviors that occur in … fixed, episodic sequence[s] … repeated over time.  Ritual behavior 
is dramatically scripted … with formality, seriousness and inner intensity (p. 252).  Although 
referred to commonly as prescribed manners in religious contexts (Kertzer, 1988; Tetreault & 
Kleine, 1990), rituals also involve other forms of scripted human activity, such as facing 
forward in an elevator.  For instance, Erikson (1977) conceptualized ritualized behaviors as 
daily behaviors reinforcing individual roles or status transitions.  These two definitions 
suggest that rituals contain high degrees of drama, audience participation, and social 
interaction.   
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Similarities and Distinctions between Routines and Rituals 
Both routines and rituals involve repetitive acts that require initial learning.  However, 
unlike routines, rituals are externally and socially reinforced (Rook, 1985; Knight, 1999).  
Rituals possess more symbolic properties than routines (Kertzer, 1988), in which 
participation in rituals is likely to initiate more affective responses (Bird, 1980).  
Understanding ritual scripts requires appreciation for individual actors and symbols 
involved.  Procedural changes in rituals are slow, which are usually accompanied with 
considerable resistance (Rook, 1985).   
 
Routines versus Loyalty 
 
Routines are also regarded as a form of loyalty.  As shown in Table 2.4, loyalty represents a 
programmed decision making on specific brands (Runyon & Stewart, 1987).  Oliver (1999) 
operationalized loyalty as a deeply held commitment to rebuy or repatronize a preferred 
product/service consistently … despite situational influences and marketing efforts … potential[ly] 
caus[ing] switching behavior (p. 392).  Consumers believe that preferred choices will continue 
to offer the best alternative choice before remaining loyal.  Although loyalty is an individual 
and private behavior, it is also developed through community and social support (Oliver, 
1999).  Literature (Jones & Sasser, 1995; Reichheld, 1996) argues that customer satisfaction is 
not always associated positively with loyalty.  Instead, loyalty can be shaped by other 
determinants like involvement, risk, and routines (Datta, 2003).  
 
Similarities and Distinctions between Routines and Loyalty 
Routines and loyalty are repeated for instrumental reasons.  Satisfaction is an unreliable 
precursor to either behavioral pattern (Jones & Sasser, 1995).  However, unlike routines, 
loyalty can be socially developed with community support (e.g., heavy brand advertising), 
providing impetus for loyalty (Oliver, 1999).  Although routines might be expressed through 
loyalty, not all forms of loyalty are routines.  For example, while routinized behaviors occur 
in monopolistic markets when minimal choices are available, repeat purchasing does not 
indicate true loyalty (Assael, 1998; Jacoby & Chestnut, 1978).   
 
Routines versus Addictions  
 
Addiction is another dimension related closely to routines.  There is an element of 
uncontrollability in addiction, where physiological symptoms might be experienced upon 
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withdrawal.  Benson (2000) and Friese (2000) operationalized buying addiction as excessive 
behaviors stemming from lack of emotional order.  Peele (1979) claimed that addictions are 
evident in everyone’s life.  Addiction is recognized as a heightened and repetitive need or 
dependence for substances known to be harmful, of which discontinuation of usage can 
result in suffering (Peele 1985).  Addictive behavior is characterized by three properties: 
tolerance, withdrawal, and craving.  According to Peele (1979), addictive experiences are 
motivated by a user’s self-esteem and irresistible urges to eradicate awareness of pain, 
tension, and anxiety.  Usually considered unconstructive by others, addictions dominate life 
by gradually stripping satisfaction from other involvements.   
 
Similarities and Distinctions between Routines and Addictions 
Addictive and routinized behaviors are purposive.  While the former is used to forestall 
unpleasant situations (Becker & Murphy, 1988), the latter solves familiar decision problems 
(Bettman, 1979; Howard & Sheth, 1969).   Both types of scripts lack drama.  A contrasting 
feature between the two concepts concerns control, where unlike routines, addictions stem 
from lack of control.  Addictive behavior is used for compensatory purposes (Peele, 1985), 
motivated by self-esteem, while routines are enacted for instrumental reasons.  In contrast to 
routines, addictions can be approved or disapproved by society (Peele, 1979).   
 
Summary of Key Differences 
 
Table 2.5 shows key differences between routines, habits, rituals, loyalty, and addictions.  
Three significant characteristics distinguish routines from these other concepts.  First, 
routines are personally and privately created with no need for social reinforcement.  Second, 
routines are repeated in regular and consistent fashions, with fixed scripts, lacking drama.  
Third, routines are goal-driven and performed for instrumental reasons, differing from 
rituals and addictions, which are performed for symbolic and compensatory reasons, 
respectively.  Although differences between routines and habits are limited, this research 
supports literature (Betsch et al., 2001; Clark, 2000) suggesting that routines comprise 
sequences of higher-order habits.  The volitional character of routines suggests that routines 
are purposeful (Howard & Sheth, 1969) and performed for instrumental reasons, rather than 
pure habit.  
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Table 2.5 Conceptual Differences between Routines, Habits, Rituals, Loyalty, and Addictions  
 Routines Habits Rituals Loyalty Addictions 
• Frequency  • Regular, consistent • Regular, consistent • Variable • Variable • Regular, increasing  
• Involvement  • Conditional  • Low  • High  • Variable • High 
• Script  • Fixed though adjustable 
• Lack drama 
• Fixed 
• Lack drama 
• Stereotyped 
• High drama 
• Irrelevant  • Fixed, predictable 
• Lack drama 
• Influence of 
others 
• Privately and personally 
created 
• Not approved or 
prescribed by society 
• Individually created  
• Prescribed by society  
• High social interaction and 
reinforcement 
• Privately and personally 
created 
• Also strongly influenced 
by external factors 
• Individually created 
• Approved and prescribed 
by society 
• Learning  • Initially learned, which is 
minimized over time 
• Initially learned, which is 
minimized over time 
• Initially learned with 
emblematic significance     
• Initially learned, which is 
minimized over time 
• Initially learned, which is 
minimized over time 
• Cognitive & 
behavioral 
effort  
• Easier and simpler over 
time, with possibility of 
automaticity 
• Consciousness is not 
necessarily low after 
learning 
• Easier and simpler over 
time 
• Low consciousness after 
learning, with relatively 
high automaticity 
• Not necessarily simpler 
over time 
• Unconsciousness 
undesirable 
• Easier and simpler 
processing over time 
• Results in selective 
processing 
• Consciousness is not 
necessarily low after 
learning 
• Purposive 
• Reenacted owing to lack of 
control 
• Rationale  • Instrumental, practical • Usually lacking volition 
• Purposeful at times 
• Symbolic • Viewed as best choice  • Compensatory  
• Situation  • Stable  • Stable • Symbolic, idiosyncratic  • Variable  • Variable  
• Influence of 
time 
• Facilitates performance • Facilitates performance • Irrelevant   • Irrelevant  • Irrelevant  
• Resistance to 
change 
• Amenable when no longer 
useful 
• Amenable when no longer 
useful 
• Slow with considerable 
resistance 
• Amenable when no longer 
the best choice 
• Slow and often difficult  
Adapted from: Knight (1999, p. 14)
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The subsequent section operationalizes the concept of routines by proposing a working 
definition and hypothesized framework.  Little is known about key components that support 
the establishment of consumer routines (i.e., model of routinization) over time.  Accordingly, 
this ambiguity suggests further probing, begging the first research question:  
 
RQ1 : What are the key components supporting a model of routinization?  
 
Four major dimensions: goal-centeredness; situational contexts; anticipated temporal 
conditions; and repetitive value are proposed and investigated from a grocery shopping 
perspective.  According to literature (Kim & Park, 1997; Uncles, 1996), grocery shopping 
provides a relevant context for studying the development of behavioral routines.  Rethans 
and Taylor (1982) demonstrated that consumers possess well-developed scripts (Schank & 
Abelson, 1977) for shopping, containing information on behavioral sequence.  Given the 
multifarious character of grocery stores, researchers (Stigler, 1961; Lussier & Olshavsky, 
1979) argue that complexity of task environments can affect consumer decision making 
outcomes and cognitive processing abilities that encourage routinization.  Relevant literature 
relating to grocery shopping is discussed in a latter section of this chapter. 
 
 
Towards A Working Definition and Hypothesized Framework of Routines 
 
This section begins with a review of script theory, followed by a discussion of the 
significance of goals, situational contexts, anticipated temporal conditions, and repetitive 
value to routines.  A working definition and hypothesized framework are proposed.  
 
Drivers of Routines: Goal-Centeredness 
 
Script Theory 
Script theory (Schank & Abelson, 1977) provides an explanation for routines.  Scripts are 
defined as procedural knowledge … of how events are supposed to occur (Shoemaker, 1996, p. 43).  
These knowledge structures are used to facilitate, encode, and retrieve episodic memory 
events (Puto, 1985; Tulving, 1972), containing information about nature and sequences of 
events or activities in a particular context (Abelson, 1981; Schank & Abelson, 1977).  
Information is organized into meaningful structures (Norman & Bobrow, 1975) and arranged 
in temporal orders in long-term memory.  As well, scripts represent cognitive constructs 
used to organize understanding of sequences of events (Hoyer & MacInnis, 1997).  Upon 
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encountering familiar situational contexts or environments, scripts direct and make sense of 
behavior (Gioia & Manz, 1985).  Even though routines can be considered as scripted activity 
(Erasmus et al., 2002), Iyer and Ahlawat (1987) outlined that scripts involve knowledge 
structures rather than automatic responses.    
 
Schank and Abelson (1977) described three types of subscripts: situational, personal, and 
instrumental.  Situational scripts comprise actors holding interconnecting roles within a 
series of events (e.g., restaurant scripts), while personal scripts are private expectations of 
individual living (Schank, 1982).  Instrumental scripts prescribe actions, such as selecting a 
shopping basket, walking along aisles, and others.  All scripts are an outgrowth of personal 
scripts, contained within individuals’ minds (Schank, 1982).  For instance, repeatedly 
encountering a situation converts personal scripts into situational scripts.   
 
Although initially conscious, scripts can become automatic over time (Bozinoff & Roth, 
1983).  For example, owing to increased familiarity, scripted behavior for grocery shopping is 
stored in long-term memory, becoming subconscious with minimal information processing.  
This position, however, does not imply automatic usage of energy but behavior is simply 
script-directed.   Scripts also occur at various levels of abstraction and complexity.  
Synonymous to trees, low level scripts with minimal distinctiveness and contingency have 
fewer branches than high level scripts, possessing additional branches (Humphrey & 
Ashforth, 1994).  Humphrey and Ashforth found that high level scripts are complex and 
thus, require advanced cognitive representations of situations. 
 
A purpose for enacting scripts is to achieve desired goals, which can be defined as mental 
image[s] or other end point representation[s] associated with affect toward which action may be 
directed (Pervin, 1989, p. 474).  Figure 2.1 shows that goals are arranged hierarchically, in 
which high level goals are accomplished by completing a series of low level goals, coined as 
subordinate goals (Pieters et al., 1995).  For example, when grocery shopping, scripts guide 
behavioral norms through achievement of subordinate goals (Bozinoff & Roth, 1983), such as 
visit the deli, ordering, deciding on items, comparing prices, and paying.  Schank and 
Abelson (1977) claimed that free behaviors also occur in scripts, such as unexpected 
disruptions or mistakes made by actors (e.g., server chooses ham instead of bacon).  At this 
time, scripts temporarily cease to guide behavior, which are then directed by conscious 
processes.   
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Adapted from: Abbott, Black, and Smith (1985, p. 183) 
Figure 2.1 Hierarchical Arrangement of Scripted Supermarket Behavior  
 
Goals 
Literature (Aarts & Dijksterhuis, 2000a, 2000b; Bargh, 1989; Bargh & Barndollar, 1996) 
conceptualizes recurrent patterns, such as routines and habits, as forms of goal-directed 
performances.  Here, goals are anticipated outcomes or end states (Austin & Vancouver, 
1996; Locke & Latham, 1990).  Winell (1987) referred to goals as pleasant consequences to be 
desired (positive goals), or unpleasant consequences to be avoided (negative goals).  
Characterized as internal representations of desired states, goals range from biological (e.g., 
body temperature) to cognitive (e.g., career success) depiction of outcomes (Austin & 
Vancouver, 1996), emanating from physiological (e.g., thirst, hunger) and other personal 
(e.g., personal hygiene, socialization, self-achievement) motivations (Geen, 1995; Mook, 
1996).   
 
Pieters, Baumgartner, and Allen (1995) described two motivational purposes for goals.  First, 
goals direct behavior by expressing tasks to be accomplished, methods for goal attainment, 
and reasons for pursuing specific courses of action.  This contention is in line with Simon 
(1978), asserting that behaviors are functional considering that behavior contributes to 
enactment of goals.  Second, goals determine enthusiasm levels and intensity of behavior.  
Coulter and Zaltman (2000) concurred that goals represent energy sources for goal-directed 
activities.  Studies (Pieters et al., 1995; Gollwitzer & Moskowitz, 1996; Gutman, 1997) show 
that goals guide action plans by activating procedural knowledge, methods of goal 
achievement, and assessment of progress.  According to image theory (Beach, 1990), goals 
are important influences in decision making.  Park and Smith (1989) suggested that as goals 
influence actions, they also represent benefits searched for.    
Subordinate 
goal 
Actions 
Goal Visiting a supermarket 
Enter store Visit deli Visit aisles Checkout 
Select shopping 
basket 
Decide items 
Order 
Compare prices 
 Decide items 
Tally bill 
Pay 
(Counter service) 
Enter aisles (Cashier rings) 
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Goal Hierarchies  
Literature (Gutman, 1997) suggests that goals are organized hierarchically to facilitate their 
accomplishment.  While Howard and Sheth (1969) introduced the concept of goals in 
consumer literature, Bettman (1979) pioneered the notion of goal structures.  According to 
Bettman (1979), consumer choice can be described as movements through goal hierarchies, 
where satisfying low level goals help achieve higher-level ones.  Investigators (Pieters & 
Verplanken, 1991; Powers, 1973) describe behavior as a stream, in which the tail end of 
behaviors flows into subsequent operations.  Referred to as the value-attitude-behavior 
hierarchy, Kahle (1980) stated that values affect consumer behavior indirectly through 
attitudes. 
 
Consistent with previous representations (Carver & Scheier, 1981; Gallistel, 1985; Miller, 
Galanter, & Pribram, 1960), Figure 2.2 distinguishes between low (i.e., concrete) and high 
(i.e., abstract) level goals in relation to grocery shopping (Pieters et al., 1995).  Focal goals 
identify basic levels of behavior, such as grocery and store selection, resulting in buying 
organic products and supporting smaller grocery operators.  The goal of weight loss is 
motivated by higher level goals, such as living a healthy lifestyle and building community 
support.  Also regarded as superordinate goals (Pieters, 1993), Pieters, Baumgartner, and 
Allen (1995) argued that behavior is performed for the purpose of achieving values, defining 
who a person thinks or wants to be.  Studies (Bettman, 1979; Bagozzi & Warshaw, 1990) tend 
to focus on concrete goals, representing the how of behavior (i.e., operational aspects), rather 
than abstract goals, explaining the why of behavior (i.e., motivational aspects).  In order to 
gain a complete understanding of goal-directed behaviors, Pieters, Baumgartner, and Allen 
(1995) emphasized a need to examine entire goal structures, comprising concrete goals that 
guide specific acts to abstract goals, or values (Schwartz, 1992) that regulate behavior.   
 
Exploring complete goal hierarchies has important implications for practitioners, particularly 
through the concept of goal priming (Chartrand & Bargh, 1996; Shah & Kruglanski, 2003; 
Wood et al., 2005b).  Generating wide interest recently, Bargh and colleagues (Chartrand & 
Bargh, 1996; Bargh 1997; Bargh & Gollwitzer, 1994) suggested that goal pursuit can be 
primed through exposure to situational cues relating to goals (e.g., healthy living, value-
saving).  Identifying clear linkages between goal hierarchies is pivotal in understanding the 
why and how of consumption (Ratneshwar, Mick, & Huffman, 2000), supporting stimulus 
cuing or priming of routines. 
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Adapted from: Pieters (1993, p. 510) 
Figure 2.2 Hierarchical Goal Structure of Grocery Shopping  
 
Notwithstanding, Coulter and Zaltman (2000) contended that challenges lie in studying goal 
hierarchies given that goals are contiguous with one being a means of achieving another and in the 
contiguity, … appear[ing] nearly seamless (p. 277).  This point raises concerns in studying an 
individual goal or a goal cluster.  Research (Austin & Vancouver, 1996, Gollwitzer & 
Moskowitz, 1996) shows that goals vary from levels of abstraction, difficulty, complexity, 
and temporal range.  Following Power (1973), Carver and Scheier (1981) defined different 
levels of goal hierarchy in increasing order of abstractness, comprising scripts (i.e., 
prototypical sequences of events), principles (i.e., underlying qualities guiding behavioral 
norms, such as generosity), and systems (i.e., behavioral standards, such as idealized self-
images).  Vallacher and Wegner (1985) offered another arrangement of goal hierarchy 
through action identification theory, implying that behaviors can be identified from concrete 
levels (e.g., choice of store visits) to abstract interpretations (e.g., shopping for gratification 
purposes).  These authors further argued that contexts, difficulty, and experience determine 
levels at which actions are identified.   
 
Environmental Influences on Goals 
People do not enter situations completely unprepared (Bargh et al., 2001; Schank & Abelson, 
1977).  Consistent with script theory (Schank & Abelson, 1977), behavioral decision 
researchers (Bettman, 1979; Bettman et al., 1998) maintain that pursuing similar decision 
choices over time culminates in the development of mental representations between external 
situations and internally goal-directed actions.  Kahle (1980) found that low and high level 
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goals and actions are consistently activated according to environmental information.  For 
instance, anthropological researchers (Levy, 1981; McCracken, 1986) exemplified how culture 
shapes character and goals.  Within the context of variety-seeking literature (Kahn, 1995; 
McAlister & Pessemier, 1982), Mitchell, Kahn, and Knasko (1994) showed that odors (e.g., 
flower, chocolate smells) in retail environments affect choice behaviors and novel-seeking 
tendencies.   
 
Referred to as goal priming (p. 64), goals can consciously or subconsciously activate behavior 
based on environmental contexts (Chartrand & Bargh, 1999a, 1999b).  While goals and 
routines are consciously elicited through external stimuli, behavioral and cognitive processes 
can automatically and subconsciously guide action (Hull, 1943; Bargh et al., 2001; Aarts & 
Dijksterhuis, 2000a).  For example, Shah and Kruglanski (2003) found that goals could be 
activated bottom-up from functional perspectives.  That is, goal pursuit happens when 
purposeful relations between goals and repeated encounters of routinized situations are 
established.  Goal priming has also been coined implicit, unconscious, or incidental learning 
(Fitzsimons et al., 2002).  Fitzsimons and colleagues (2002) claimed that the origin of 
repetitive behaviors begins with prior deliberative processing, learning by conditioning, or a 
combination of both.  Upon familiarization, repetitive behaviors are initiated and performed 
with minimal self-regulatory effort, which have coincidently been labeled as habitual goal-
directed behavior (Bagozzi & Dholakia, 2005; Ouellette & Wood, 1998; Wood et al., 2002).  
Automatic activation of behaviors can involve stimulus-response mechanisms (Triandis, 
1977) or complex parallel processing of multiple cues (Klein, 1989).   
 
The notion of subconscious processing suggests that schemas are closely associated with 
goals and behaviors (Carver, Ganellen, Froming, & Chambers, 1983).  Conscious attention to 
schema details dwindles with regular pursuit of goals as patterns are stored in long-term 
memory, consequently affecting preconscious processing of information (Greenwald, 1992).  
Bagozzi and Dholakia (1999) agreed that routinized goal pursuit is activated more or less 
automatically by responses to learned cues, and little conscious processing in involved with 
increasing repetition (p. 20).  In line with consideration sets (Bettman et al., 1998), 
environments can subconsciously activate goals established in memory (Cantor, Norem, 
Niedenthal, Langston, & Brower, 1987; Kleine, Kleine, & Kernan, 1993), or limit selection of 
viable goals (Huffman, Ratneshwar, & Mick, 2000).  Other researchers (Bargh, 1990; Bargh & 
Gollwitzer, 1994; Shiffrin & Dumais, 1981) also indicate that recurring goals are linked in 
memory to a particular situation, wherein entering similar environments automatically 
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trigger goals and behaviors.  In the same way, Bargh, Raymond, Pryor, and Strack (1995) 
showed that environments shape goal-directed behaviors automatically when goals are 
pursued in similar situations.  Similar interactions have been established for attitudes (Fazio, 
Sanbonmatsu, Powell, & Kardes, 1986).   
  
Feedback Learning on Goal-Directed Routinized Decisions 
Over 60 years ago, Brunswik (1943) established that the process of finding compensatory 
balance … of … chaos in the physical environment as vicarious functioning (p. 257).  Bagozzi and 
Dholakia (1999; 2005) claimed that decision makers frequently compare outcomes with 
expectations to determine if existing efforts should be maintained, increased, or disengaged 
in goal pursuit.  With reference to Einhorn and Hogarth (1988), goal-directed routines are 
judged based on size of payoffs, where decision makers utilize emotional and rational 
reactions to inform goal/behavioral pursuit.  Spreng and Olshavsky (1993) demonstrated 
that congruence between goals and performance is a powerful predictor of satisfaction of 
routines.   
 
As shown in Figure 2.3, this position is consistent with feedback control theory (Carver & 
Scheier, 1981, 1998; Klein, 1989).  Goal achievement is described as a complex process, where 
goals serve as references for feedback systems (Carver & Scheier, 1981).  Behavior begins 
with goal setting, in which decision makers decide which goals to pursue (Bagozzi & 
Dholakia, 2005; Bagozzi, Bergami, & Leone, 2003; Bagozzi & Edwards, 1998).  Goal setting 
can be described as the formation of subordinate goals to achieve focal goals (Bettman, 1979), 
or thought and motivational processes translating goals into intentions and decisions 
(Bagozzi et al., 1998).  This phase considers dynamics such as desirability (e.g., alignment 
with personal values) and feasibility (e.g., situational considerations catering towards goal 
achievement) of goals.   
 
Goal intentions are then formed, where decision makers consider how goals are 
accomplished, followed by initiation of actual goal-directed behaviors.  Goal commitments 
are established, which can be defined as a determination to strive for a specific goal by being 
reluctant to abandon or lower attainment of goals (Hollenbeck & Klein, 1987).  Hollenbeck 
and Klein (1987) stated that goal achievement is also influenced by goal difficulty (Locke, 
Shaw, Saari, & Latham, 1981).  Little research is dedicated to potential antecedents of goal 
commitment, such as situational constraints.  Examples of such constraints include shortage 
of time, materials, and information (Peters, O’Connor, & Eulberg, 1985), where increased 
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perceptions of goal difficulty tend to lower goal commitment (Hollenbeck & Klein 1987).  
Within management literature, researchers (Mathieu, Tannenbaum, & Salas, 1992) support 
this negative relationship, showing that constraints moderate associations between goal 
difficulty and performance.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Adapted from: Bagozzi and Dholakia (1999, p. 20) 
Figure 2.3 Goal Setting and Goal Attainment in Consumer Behavior 
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Structural Aspects of Routines: Situational Contexts 
 
Contextual Nature of Routines 
Routines are situational or contextual.  Situations are defined as a point in time and space 
(Belk, 1975) or bounded by a behavioral setting (Barker, 1968).   In view of these 
conceptualizations, routines are arranged and embedded within specific situational contexts, 
which automatically elicit scripts upon activation (Schank & Abelson, 1977; Schank, 1982).  
Scripts are important for goal-directed behaviors as scripts serve as blueprints for behaviors 
in given situations (Pieters et al., 1995).  Dubuisson (1998) stated that routines are context-
dependent, where knowledge of one’s environments is a vital requirement for routines to 
function (Kesting, 2005).  Similarly, Costello (1996) found that routines are intimately 
connected to … social, cultural, and economic milieu in which the firm [or individual] exists (p. 596-
597).  With reference to Hawkins, Best, and Coney (2001), consumer choice is built around 
existing situational contexts.  Munier and Wang (2004) argued that consumer knowledge and 
behavior are thus conditioned, where consumers play an active role in competing 
environments (Gualerzi, 1998).    
 
Researchers (Costello, 1996; Cohen et al., 1996, Becker, 2004) identify a number of reasons 
why routines are context-dependent, such as the process of application or utilization of 
resources (e.g., material, physical, mental, time).  According Penrose (1995), successful 
application of resources depends on the specificities of the context.  Clark (1997) postulated 
that external structures scaffold routines by controlling, prompting, and coordinating 
routinized actions.  In their seminal work, Nelson and Winter (1982) asserted that routines 
are associated to certain environmental elements, representing triggers that call routines into 
action.  The context-dependent disposition of routines is consistent with the concept of 
framing effects (Frisch, 1993) that choices are determined by how situations are framed.   
 
Routines represent outcomes of local learning processes (Egidi, 1992), and are thus 
characterized by their knowledge-binding character.  According to Belk (1979), there are few 
… products and services purchased … devoid of potential consumption situation[al] influences (p. 
178).  Cohen and Bacdayan (1994) conceptualized routines as procedural memory, informing 
decision makers how things are performed (Squire, 1987).  This taxonomy differs from 
declarative memory, which involves storage of facts, propositions, and events (Tulving & 
Schacter, 1990).  Verplanken, Aarts, Van Knippenberg, and Van Knippenberg (1994) and 
Verplanken and Aarts (1999) found that recurrent behaviors, like habits and routines, can 
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vary in scope, ranging from general to well-defined situations.  However, Cohen and 
Bacdayan (1994) argued that transferability of routines, or procedural knowledge is limited.  
When removed from original frameworks, Elam (1993) reasoned that routines might be 
meaningless owing to incompatibility of new situations (Madhok, 1997).  Amit and Belcourt 
(1999) suggested that universal best practices of routines do not exist, but only local best 
practices.  After all, problem solving involves identifying the dilemma and available 
alternatives associated with a specific environment.  It is thus, assumed that changes in 
features peripheral to routine performance minimally disrupt routine activation (Wood, et 
al., 2005b).   
 
Effects of Situational Stability on Routines 
Howard (1977) established that humans function effectively under unwavering 
environmental conditions.  Studies (Harms, 2003; Triandis, 1977; Knight, 1999) show that 
consumers are more likely to repeat behavior when constrained by stable situations.  Also 
regarded as situational consistency (Verplanken & Aarts, 1999), Brotherton (2001) found that 
stability supports reoccurrence of routinized behavioral patterns.  Likewise, Wood, Tam, and 
Witt (2005b) agreed that habitual behaviors are performed in stable circumstances, involving 
specific locations, times, moods, and interactions with others.   
 
Munier and Wang (2005) claimed that stable decision-making contexts are necessary for 
recurrent behavioral decisions, including routines.  These authors stated further that 
consumption stability comprises three principal elements: consumer needs, satisfaction, and 
consistency of resources and environments.  First, consumption is routinized when problem 
needs emerge consistently.  Second, satisfaction with problem solutions ensures repetitive 
behavior.  However, as argued by Jones and Sasser (1995), [m]erely satisfying customers that 
have the freedom to make choices is not enough to keep them loyal (p. 91).  Finally, environmental 
conditions, including accessibility, product characteristics, and social background should be 
valid for routines to function.   
 
Stability plays an important role for learning as it provides a baseline to assess feedback, 
compare, and draw implications about behavior (Tyre & Orlikowski, 1996).  Decision makers 
experience difficulty identifying suitable behavioral solutions to common decision problems 
under unstable conditions (March, 1988a, 1988b; Knudsen, 2002).  Although studies (Aarts & 
Dijksterhuis, 2000a) have shown interactions between goals and the environment, 
researchers (Wood et al., 2005b; Bargh, 2001) also argue that repetitive behaviors are cued by 
recurring stimuli.  For example, Bargh (2001) established that repeated pairing of stimulus 
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and response plays a key factor in habit development, though not necessary for goals.  
Although goals are occasionally activated automatically by environmental stimuli, similar 
contentions are not assumed for behavior, given that other actions can be taken to satisfy 
goals (Gupta & Cohen, 2002).    
 
In general, this thesis proposes that goal-directed routinized behaviors are in part developed 
within situational contexts.  As discussed below, anticipated temporal conditions also play a 
significance role in routine development.  
 
Structural Aspects of Routines: Anticipated Temporal Conditions 
 
Time Allocation and Structuring  
Routines are also structured on temporal conditions, where allocation of time demonstrates 
purposefulness and reasoning.  The concept of time is multidimensional.  Time can be seen 
as a succession (Fraise, 1984), or from time orientation perspectives (Bergadaa, 1990).  
Examining time as duration (Graham, 1981) is essential as time is spent on all stages of 
consumption, including search, information acquisition, selection, and purchase (Feldman & 
Hornik, 1981).  Within this context, time is a quantifiable resource, which is allocated 
between competing activities.   Researchers (Jacoby, Szybillo, & Berning, 1976; Berry, 1979; 
Gross, 1987) have thus, considered time as a limited, scarce, and nonexpendable resource.   
 
Time usage in consumption is often recognized as a cost rather than an investment 
(Anderson & Shugan, 1991).  Bivens and Volker (1986) indicated that time represents an 
opportunity cost, to participate in competing activities.  Originating from economic theory 
(Becker, 1965), opportunity cost represents the net benefit or value of an alternative activity 
that is sacrificed as resources are spent on a chosen activity (Shaw, 1992).  Opportunity costs 
exist when resources available to meet wants are limited so that all wants cannot be satisfied (Pearce, 
1983, p. 322).   
 
Time allocation is a dynamic process, where behavior is continually adapted to 
environmental opportunities (Maslow, 1970).  Hull (1943) claimed that quests for survival 
motivate people to allocate wisely their time.  The topic of time allocation has generated 
wide interest in multi-disciplinary areas.  For example, in consumer literature (Holbrook & 
Lahmann, 1981), time allocation emanates from demographic, socioeconomic, and 
psychographic factors that impact lifestyle and consumption behavior.  Economists (Becker, 
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1965; Juster, 1990) suggest that individuals attempt to maximize utility based on constraints 
imposed by wages, prices, and time.  Urban planning studies (Jones, Koppelman, & Orfeuil, 
1990; Schwanen & Dijst, 2003; Joyce & Stewart, 1999) show that people allocate their time 
according to fixed activities (e.g., work, housework, travel, store hours), thus limiting time 
windows for other more flexible activities (e.g., shopping).   
 
With reference to Levinson and Kumar (1995), time allocation decisions are based on notions 
of bounded rationality (Simon, 1955), in which acceptable solutions rather than optimal 
decisions are made.  Chinitz (1991) emphasized that allocators tend to shape temporal 
activities based on bounded rationalities to function efficiently.  According to Orlikowski 
and Yates (2002), organizations and individuals make sense of activities through temporal 
structuring (p. 686).  Entrainment research (Ancona & Chong, 1996) supports this notion, 
demonstrating that individuals behave in patterns to match socially constructed temporal 
rhythms.  In general, these rhythms and structures shape ongoing activities, explaining why 
consumers associate shopping routines as temporal strategies (Guiltinan & Monroe, 1980).   
 
Impact of Time Pressures on Routines 
Notion of time pressure has important implications on consumer decisions considering 
present household lifestyle changes (Herrington & Capella, 1995; Van Kenhove & De Wulf, 
2000).  For the purposes of the current thesis, the terms time pressure and time constraint are 
used interchangeably.  Like income and price, literature (Becker, 1965; Joyce & Stewart, 1999) 
acknowledges that time constrains choice.  Studies (Mowen, 1993; Lavin, 1993; Dellaert, 
Arentze, Bierlaire, Borgers, & Timmermans, 1998) show that time pressure influences 
behavior, attitudes, and preferences.  For instance, low perceived time pressure enhances 
levels of in-store browsing and information search (Beatty & Ferrell, 1998; Schmidt & Spreng, 
1996; Vermeir & Van Kenhove, 2004).  Payne, Bettman, and Luce (1996) found that 
individuals under time constraints tend to be selective with processing styles, adapting to 
environmental properties and expected payoff of goals.   
 
Engel, Blackwell, and Miniard (1995) demonstrated that consumers rely on existing 
knowledge and past experiences, such as routines, in making decisions.  Consumers cope 
with time constraints by shopping during low-volume hours (East, Lomax, Willson, & 
Harris, 1994), rearranging time allocations (Blaylock & Smallwood, 1987; Paese, 1995), or 
adopting polychromic time usage by combining several shopping tasks (Kaufman, Lane, & 
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Lindquist, 1991).  These strategies suggest that time-famine individuals tend to simplify 
decision making and information processing loads by avoiding hassles.    
 
Routines are performed when constrained by temporal pressures (Brotherton, 2001; Hahn, 
Lawson, & Young, 1992).  Decision-making literature (Wright, 1974; Edland & Svenson, 1993; 
Hahn et al., 1992) indicates that when pressed for time, individuals often react by processing 
information and making purchase decisions quickly.  Since time constraints encourage 
consumers to rely on existing knowledge and past experiences, people tend to rely on 
dominant response strategies, such as routines, rather than collecting additional information 
(Beach & Mitchell, 1978).  Lakshmi-Ratan and Iyer (1988) reported that time pressure elicits 
scripted knowledge from memory.  Investigating supermarket shopping behavior, studies 
(Herrington & Capella, 1995; Iyer, 1989; Park et al., 1989) demonstrated that time-harried 
consumers spend less time, more money, and fewer impulse purchases.  However, given 
that consumers adopt temporal structures (Orlikowski & Yates, 2002) to shape ongoing 
behaviors, what are the effects of time surplus on routines?   
 
Accordingly, this thesis proposes that goal-directed routinized behaviors are developed to 
some extent within anticipated temporal conditions, creating a context for routinization.  As 
discussed next, repetitive value also influences routine maintenance significantly. 
 
Instrumental Aspects of Routines: Repetitive Value 
 
Routines can be distinguished by their repetitive disposition.  Unlike other ongoing 
behavioral patterns, such as rituals (Rook, 1985) and addiction (Peele, 1979), routines are 
marked by their instrumentality and facilitation for daily living.  That is, routines involve 
feedback learning and are performed for positive repetitive value.  This concept is not 
surprising given that Howard and Sheth (1969) proposed that consumers adopt routines to 
reduce complexities associated with buying decisions.  More recently, Khare and Inman 
(2006) showed that recurrent patterns, such as habits and routines, function as efficient 
managers for consumers’ restricted resources.   
 
As most recurrent behaviors are scripted (Schank & Abelson, 1977), routines are anchored on 
learned solutions (Betsch & Haberstroh, 2005).  Upon finding satisfactory problem solutions, 
Klein (1998) claimed that decision makers add solutions to their routine repertoire, 
capitalizing on them when confronted with familiar situations.  Scripts function to facilitate 
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cognitive processing, reducing burdens associated with stimuli processing (Smith & 
Houston, 1985).  Although questionable, Bozinoff and Roth (1983) suggested that no new 
conscious effort are required for scripted routines.  Studies (Wood, Quinn, & Neal, 2005a; 
Wood et al., 2002; Knight, 1999) on habitual behaviors demonstrate that habits require fewer 
cognitive resources for their operation than novel behaviors, allowing consumers to engage 
in other activities, such as planning for future activities.  While new behavioral solutions are 
considered in novel situations, repetitive performances conserve cognitive effort (Langer, 
1978; Knight, 1999) and increase performance efficiency (Alba & Hutchinson, 1987).  The 
notion of cognitive efficiency is supported by neuroscience researchers (Haier et al., 1988, 
1995), suggesting that practice develops improved performance and smarter decision making 
(Norman, 1993).   
 
Based on an extensive review of literature, beginning with the concept of optimal stimulation 
level, this thesis identifies a further seven repetitive values: convenience, satisfaction, sunk 
costs, familiarity, involvement, commitment, and consideration sets.  For the purpose of this 
study, these constructs are only examined briefly in Study 1 but not tested distinctively in 
Study 2.  Notwithstanding, these concepts are regarded as important and present areas for 
future investigation.  
 
Variety-Seeking Behavior and Optimal Stimulation Level 
The theory of optimal stimulation level (OSL) (Berlyne, 1960; Zuckerman, 1969) has been 
adopted in variety-seeking behavior literature (Menon & Kahn, 1995; Baumgartner & 
Steenkamp, 1996), where individuals are rewarded intrinsically through variety-seeking or 
novel experiences.  In the same way, routinized behavior can be explained through OSL, a 
property characterizing individual response to environmental stimuli (Raju, 1980).  When 
environments are below optimal levels, individuals become bored, often creating the need 
for increased stimulation and variety.   
 
People differ in ideal levels of stimulation (Hebb, 1955; Berlyne, 1960).  As opposed to the 
influence of OSL per se, Steenkamp, Baumgartner, and Van Der Wulp (1996) proposed that 
discrepancies between OSL and actual stimulation levels (ASL), associated with current 
conditions, culminate in variety-seeking behavior.  Researchers (Hoyer & Ridgway, 1984; 
Van Trijp, Hoyer, & Inman, 1996; Raju, 1980) demonstrate that variety-seeking is a function 
of individual differences (e.g., risk-taking attitudes) and situational variables (e.g., product 
category).  Studies (Inman & Zeelenberg, 2002; Luce, 1998; Kahn, Ratner, & Kahneman, 1997) 
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claim that consumers maximize inherent satisfaction by switching and choosing novel 
experiences, protecting them from negative emotions or over-saturation associated with 
monotony.  Interestingly, if OSLs are kept abreast to avoid boredom associated with 
routinization (Menon & Kahn, 1995), why are routines so common?  A possible explanation 
rests with the issue of convenience, which is discussed next. 
 
Convenience  
Extant literature (Berry, Seiders, & Grewal, 2002) suggests that convenience shapes 
consumers’ buying decisions.  Time and effort are frequently alluded as two important 
determinants of convenience (Anderson & Shugan, 1991; O’Shaughnessy, 1987; Gehrt, Yale, 
& Lawson, 1996).  In marketing (Etgar, 1978; Brown, 1990), convenience is associated with 
the nonmonetary costs of resources (e.g., time, opportunity, energy) that consumers 
exchange for products.  Convenience is a commonly cited reason for routine maintenance 
(Knight, 1999; Brotherton, 2000), as time is non-renewable and effort depletable (Berry et al., 2002, 
p. 12).  According to Howard (1977), convenience is central to the notion of simplicity, 
representing a common principle for human behavior.  Consumers are described as 
cognitive misers, aspiring to conserve resources during decision making (Fiske & Taylor, 
1984; Bettman, Johnson, & Payne, 1990).  Rather than continually investing new resources 
(e.g., cognition, time), people conveniently adopt familiar methods to evaluate ongoing 
decisions in life (Simon, 1982).  Fennema and Kleinmuntz (1995) proposed that consumers 
usually possess limited capacities to predict total effort required for task performance.  
Kumar, Kalwani, and Dada (1997) agreed that perceptions of high effort costs tend to inflate 
sensitivity of time costs, emphasizing concerns for ease and expediency. 
 
Satisfaction 
Another repetitive value related to routines is satisfaction.  Satisfaction can be 
conceptualized as a post-evaluative response (Bearden & Teel, 1983; Westbrook, 1987; 
Halstead, Hartman, & Schmidt, 1994), or process extending across an entire consumption 
perspective (Tse, Nicosia, & Wilton, 1990).  Although there is no general consensus on a 
definition of consumer satisfaction, studies (Iacobucci, Grayson, & Ostrom, 1994; Bolton & 
Drew, 1991; Walker & Baker, 2000) consider the expectation-disconfirmation paradigm a 
reasonable explanation.  Here, satisfaction is experienced when actual performance equals or 
exceeds perceived expectations (Oliver, 1977, 1989).  Satisfaction affects subsequent 
purchases (Fournier & Mick, 1999).  Considerable research (Rust & Zahorik, 1993; Rust, 
Zahorik, & Keiningham, 1995; Jones, Mothersbaugh, & Beatty, 2000) closely associates 
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satisfaction with recurrent behavioral patterns, such as routines.  For instance, Fornell (1992) 
found that satisfaction, coupled with switching costs (e.g., search, learning, other risks), 
impacts repeat purchases.  Kurniawan (2000) and Khalifa, Limayem, and Liu (2002) 
demonstrated that satisfaction directly affects predictions of customer loyalty.  
Notwithstanding, repetitive behavioral occurrences are not solely connected with satisfaction 
(Reichheld, 1996; Jones et al., 2000).  Other considerations involving sunk costs and switching 
barriers for customer defection are discussed next.   
 
Sunk Costs and Switching Barriers 
Guiltinan (1989) identified three categories of switching barriers: continuity (i.e., perquisites 
gained from continued patronage), learning (i.e., resources expended for information 
processing), and sunk (i.e., prior non-recoupable time, economic, psychological investments) 
costs.  Sunk cost effects can be regarded as a maladaptive economic behavior … to continue an 
endeavor once an investment in money, effort or time has been made (Arkes & Ayton, 1999, p. 591).  
Seminal studies (Thaler 1980) demonstrate that sunk costs impact subsequent decision 
making, where the psychology behind this behavior is not to appear wasteful (Arkes & 
Blumer, 1985).   
 
When making utility-based decisions, Staw (1997) established that decision makers often 
consider past expenditures, which positively affect commitment levels.  According to 
prospect theory (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979), gains and losses are mentally filtered, where 
losses from uncertainties are weighted heavier than gains.  Building on game-theoretic 
studies (Macy, 1995), researchers (Samuelson & Zeckhauser, 1988; Inman & Zeelenberg, 
2002) have proposed similarly that decision to maintain, or switch, the status quo is based on 
justification.  While sunk cost effects might influence behaviors initially, they can eventually 
dissipate, suggesting a curvilinear relationship (McCain, 1986; Moon, 2001).  Staw and Ross 
(1987) agreed that psychological pressures associated with prior investments become 
subordinated when other demands (e.g., social) take precedence.  This notion of sunk cost is 
also related closely to the concept of familiarity, as discussed next. 
 
Familiarity and Expertise  
Another possibility behind routines concerns consumer knowledge, involving familiarity 
and expertise (Jacoby, Troutman, Kuss, & Mazursky, 1986).  Here, customer familiarity refers 
to experiences accumulated by consumers, while expertise is described as the ability to 
perform tasks successfully (Alba & Hutchinson, 1987).  In their seminal paper, Alba and 
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Hutchinson (1987) established that as familiarity increases, so does customer expertise.  More 
elaborate cognitive structures (e.g., beliefs about product attributes) and processes (e.g., 
decision rules for acting on beliefs) (Alba & Hutchinson, 1987; Mitchell & Dacin, 1996) are 
developed with increasing familiarity, providing people with different frames of reference 
for evaluations. Efficient task performances tend to make smaller cognitive demands, 
influence information processing capacities, and affect emotional, behavioral, and attitudinal 
changes (Alba & Hutchinson, 1987).  Researchers (Langer, 1997; Alba, 2000) argue that 
expertise leads to automatic, or mindless information processing processes.   
 
Studies (Bornstein, 1989; Zajonc & Markus, 1982; Rindfleisch & Inman, 1998) acknowledge 
that repeated exposure to stimulus objects increase positive affect.  Consequences following 
familiar purchase decisions are predictable (Bettman & Sujan, 1987).  Given that there are 
more risks involved in unknown experiences (Bornstein, 1989), familiarity is often preferred 
over the unknown.  Notwithstanding, Bettman and Park (1980) posited that experienced 
knowledge structures alone do not necessarily result in repeat behaviors.  Instead, as 
suggested by behavioral learning theory (Rothschild & Gaidis, 1981), involvement also 
motivates repetition (Beharrell & Denison, 1995).   
 
Involvement 
Involvement is another antecedent that describes consumer routines.  Involvement concerns 
the perceived, personal relevance of objects or events to consumers (Zaichkowski, 1985).  
This concept refers to feelings of interest, concern and enthusiasm held towards product categories 
and brands (Beharrell & Denison, 1995, p. 24).  This internal state of arousal expresses 
intensity of motivation and subjective importance to individuals (Blois & Grunert, 2000).  
Laurent and Kapferer (1985) suggested that involvement comprises four major determinants: 
functional importance, perceived risk, emotional value, and sign value.   Consumers can be 
engaged with specific product classes (Bloch, 1981), products (Laurent & Kapferer, 1985), or 
purchase decisions or situations (Mittal, 1989), resulting in different types of involvements.   
 
Studies (Celsi & Olson, 1988; Mantel & Kardes, 1999) show that involvement influences 
search and information processing behaviors.  For instance, high-involvement reinforces 
active processing of information and attitudes (Warrington & Shim, 2000; Houston & 
Rothschild, 1978), resists conflicting cues, and increases attitude-behavior consistencies 
(Petty & Cacioppo, 1986).  Although routine buying situations are commonly referred as low 
involvement activities (Houston & Rothschild, 1977; Winter & Rossiter, 1989), involvement 
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can also be associated negatively with commitment levels (Warrington & Shim, 2000; Van 
Trijp, 1994).  This connotation suggests that routines do not necessarily involve low-
involvement learning (Krugman, 1965; Beharrell & Denison, 1995). 
 
Relationship Commitment  
Routines are also anchored on established relationships.  Fournier (1998) characterizes 
relationships as repeated exchanges between two parties … evolv[ing] in response to … interactions 
and … fluctuations in the contextual environment (p. 346).  In understanding the notion of 
relational exchange and commitment, the principle of reciprocity (Huppertz, Arenson, & 
Evans, 1978; De Wulf, Odekerken-Schroder, & Iacobucci, 2001) has been considered a useful 
framework.  Reciprocity refers to returning what one receives (Bagozzi, 1995).  Sheth and 
Parvatiyar (1995) claimed that reciprocity occurs when benefits outweigh costs of 
maintenance.  Berry and Parasuraman (1991) stated that relationships are built on the 
foundation of mutual commitment (p. 139).  Comparable to interpersonal relationships, 
researchers (Fournier, 1998; Aaker, Brasel, & Fournier, 2001) propose that consumers form 
relationships with brands, suggesting that intensity of consumer-brand relationships affects 
loyalty and commitment.   Commitment can result in selective processing of information 
(Eagly & Chaiken, 1995; Pomerantz, Chaiken, & Tordesillas, 1995) and attitudes (Petty & 
Cacioppo, 1986), which leads to the topic of consideration sets. 
 
Consideration Sets  
The central notion underlying consideration sets relates to the concept of bounded rationality 
(Simon, 1955), which assumes that decision makers have limited abilities for information 
processing.  Here, processing refers to ease with which information is comprehended and 
utilized (Bettman et al., 1991).  Owing to inefficiencies of human memory (e.g., availability, 
accessibility, processibility) (Inbar, 1979; Bjork & Vanhuele, 1992; Rindfleisch & Inman, 1998), 
Payne, Bettman, and Johnson (1993) proposed that cognitive costs associated with 
identifying and processing information discourages switching behavior.  For example, 
patronizing same stores for groceries reduces mental effort (Formisano, Olshavsky, & Tapp, 
1982; Egidi & Narduzzo, 1997) and complexities associated with common situations (East et 
al., 1994).  Researchers (Howard & Sheth, 1969; Campbell, 1969; Nedungadi, 1990; Alba, 
Hutchinson, & Lynch, 1991) acknowledge widely the importance of consideration, or evoked 
sets in consumer choice and judgment.  Bettman, Luce, and Payne (1998) agreed that 
consumers simplify purchase decisions or decision problems by formulating consideration 
sets.  Roberts and Lattin (1991) suggested that penetration into well-established or 
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satisfactory consideration sets might be difficult given effects of sunk costs and switching 
barriers.   
 
Following this review of the relevant literature, this thesis proposes that routinized behaviors 
are maintained for their positive repetitive value, such as to satisfy optimal stimulation 
levels, repeating for reasons of convenience and sunk costs, familiarity and expertise, and 
consideration sets.  The next section discusses a hypothetical model and working definition 
of consumer routines.  This conceptual framework proposes that routines are driven by 
goals, structured according to situational contexts, developed within anticipated temporal 
conditions, and performed for repetitive value.  These four major dimensions are discussed, 
leading to the development of a hypothesized model of routinization of grocery shopping 
behavior. 
 
 
Working Definition and Hypothesized Framework of Routines  
 
This thesis suggests a working definition, conceptualizing routines as goal-driven or value-
guided heuristic strategies utilized for instrumental reasons.  It is argued that routines 
involve repetitive structural patterns of personal and private behavioral activities, dependent 
on situational contexts and anticipated temporal conditions. 
 
Figure 2.4 shows a hypothesized model of routinization in grocery shopping behavior. This 
proposed model reveals relationships and direction of influence of variables on routinized 
behavior, in which routinized behavior is driven by goal-centeredness, structured within 
situational contexts and anticipated temporal conditions, and maintained for repetitive 
value.  This conceptualization is discussed below. 
 
Goal-Centeredness 
 
Based on script theory (Schank & Abelson, 1977), a purpose for enacting behavioral scripts is 
to achieve goals, in which high level goals are accomplished by completing a series of low 
level, or subordinate goals (Pieters et al., 1995).  Goals are internal representations of desired 
states, or outcomes toward which actions are directed (Pervin, 1989; Austin & Vancouver, 
1996).  Thus, goals thus motivate and direct routinized behaviors, representing benefits for 
which consumers search (Park & Smith, 1989).  Consistent with literature (Aarts & 
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Dijksterhuis, 2000a; Bargh & Barndollar, 1996), this study argues that routines are goal-
centered, suggesting that routinized behaviors are purposive (Alderson, 1957) and adaptive 
(Payne et al., 1993). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2.4 Hypothesized Model of Routinization of Grocery Shopping Behavior 
 
Situational Contexts 
 
Upon encountering familiar situations, scripts direct behavior (Schank & Abelson, 1977).  
Routinized behaviors are thus arranged within specific situational contexts, creating 
structure for routine performance.  Researchers (Kesting, 2005; Dubuisson, 1998) claim that 
routines are context-dependent, in which knowledge and behavior are conditioned to 
specific environments.  As noted earlier, studies (Knight, 1999; Verplanken & Aarts, 1999) 
indicate that consumers are more likely to repeat behavior under stable situations.  
Brotherton (2001) suggested that situational consistency supports routine performance.  
Similarly, Tetreault and Kleine (1990) found that enacting routines under similar situational 
contexts reinforces repetitive behavioral patterns, creating resilience to change.   
 
Anticipated Temporal Conditions 
 
As well, routines are developed within anticipated temporal conditions, or structures.  As 
time constrains choices (Becker, 1965), consumers organize activities based on bounded 
rationalities (Simon, 1955) in order to function efficiently (Feldman & Hornik, 1981).   These 
temporal structures (Orlikowski & Yates, 2002) shape ongoing behavior and activity, 
supporting the use of routines.  Research (Brotherton, 2001; Payne et al., 1996) indicates that 
routines are maintained when time is constrained.  Decision making literature (Edland & 
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Svenson, 1993; Hahn et al., 1992) also shows that when pressed for time, individuals tend to 
process information and make decisions quickly.  
 
Repetitive Value  
 
Individuals maintain routines for positive repetitive value.  Routinized behaviors are 
strategies used to manage consumers’ scarce resources (Khare & Inman, 2006).  Routines 
reduce complexities associated with common situations such as grocery shopping behaviors 
(Howard & Sheth, 1969).  Patronizing similar stores for groceries reduces mental effort (Egidi 
& Narduzzo, 1997), reducing risks involved in ventures into the unknown (Bornstein, 1989).  
Following a review of literature, this thesis identifies eight repetitive values pertinent to 
routines, including optimal stimulation level, convenience, satisfaction, sunk costs, 
familiarity, involvement, commitment, and consideration sets.   
 
Using this model as a hypothesized framework, the present dissertation investigates the 
impact of disruptions on consumer routines from a grocery shopping perspective. 
 
 
Impact of Disruptions on Consumer Routines  
 
Psychological literature (Schwarz, 1927; Betsch, Haberstroh, Molter, & Glöckner, 2004) has 
longed recognized the significance of studying routine deviation.  Surprisingly, research 
(Shanteau et al., 2005) has tended to focus on static decisions (e.g., routine maintenance) 
rather than dynamic decision making processes (e.g. routine disruption) (Goldstein & 
Hogarth, 1997).  Investigating routinized behaviors from the perspective of disruptions is 
valuable as factors including time pressures (Betsch et al., 1998) and attitudes (Bornstein, 
1989) have been demonstrated to affect repetitive behaviors.   
 
Significance of Disruptions 
 
For the purposes of the current thesis, the terms of disruption and interruption are used 
interchangeably.  Within consumer behavior literature (Bettman, 1979), disruptions are 
defined as involuntary attention to events or information that impact consumer decision 
processes.  These involve environmental (e.g., noise), physiological (e.g., senses), and 
cognitive (e.g., new alternatives) events.  Interruptions are also conceptualized as 
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uncontrollable, unpredictable stressors induced by stressful situational or increased task 
demand, impacting performance and requiring additional decision-maker effort (Cohen, 
1980, p. 82).  Along similar lines, Coraggio (1990) characterized interruptions as externally 
generated randomly occurring, discrete event[s] that break continuity of cognitive focus on a primary 
task (p. 12).  These definitions suggest that disruptions are random and externally-induced 
(e.g., by another person, object, event), developed usually beyond decision makers’ control. 
They create attention overload, increasing level of arousal and stress.  
 
Disruptions have been studied considerably within psychology and organizational behavior 
(Coraggio, 1990; Baron, Baron, & Miller, 1973), where interruptions are seen as moderating 
influencers of cognitive processes and decision performances.  Research (Yerkes & Dodson, 
1908; Speier, Vessey & Valacich, 2003) shows that interruptions have an inverted U-shape 
effect on task performance.  While moderate levels of disruptions facilitate performance, 
high interruption levels impede performance.  In terms of decision making processes, 
moderate degrees of disruptions tend to induce additional effort spent on task while severe 
disruptions encourage adoption of heuristics to simplify task, possibly resulting in lower 
decision making accuracy (Speier et al., 2003; Payne, Bettman & Johnson, 1988).   
 
Kahneman (1973) argued that interruptions occur as a result of capacity and structural 
interferences.  While capacity interferences occur when incoming cues are greater than the 
decision maker’s abilities, structural interventions happen when two inputs have to be 
attended, resulting in physiological complexities.  Interruptions can result in information 
overload, placing greater demand on cognitive resources than usual and inhibit 
performance.  That is, as the number of information cues increases, excess cognitive capacity 
decreases (Payne, 1982).  With reference to distraction conflict theory (Baron, 1986), 
disruptions impact simple and complex task performance differently. Considering that 
simple task performance requires smaller degrees of information processing than complex 
tasks, decision makers possess ample cognitive resources to process information arising from 
interruptions (Baron, 1986). This position can be explained by decision makers’ goals of 
focusing attention to relevant cues when cognitive demands are high (Berlyne, 1970). 
 
Occasionally, decision makers can choose to ignore information arising from new situations, 
such as disruptions.  Factors such as product expertise (Alba & Hutchinson, 1987) and 
decision making processes (Svenson, 1992) also shape behavior, where interruptions at early 
stages of decision making tend to promote unbiased information processing and easy 
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syntheses.  As well, strength (e.g., frequency, depth) of interruption impacts behavior, where 
high frequency intensifies attentional overload and frustration, resulting in high possibility 
of behavioral digression (Norman & Bobrow, 1975).   
 
Exploring disruptions from two perspectives, Speier (1996) found that cognitive and social 
stressors impact variations in perceptions of disruptions.  Speier, Vessey, and Valacich (2003) 
developed an interruption framework comprising three dimensions: cognitive processing 
characteristics (e.g., frequency, duration, content of disruption), social characteristics 
affecting how individuals respond to interruptions (e.g., expected responses), and processing 
mechanisms (e.g., sequential, simultaneous processing of activities).  The authors found that 
individual characteristics, nature of primary tasks, and configuration of interruption 
influenced performance outcomes.  
 
Associations between Routines and Disruptions 
 
Research (Speier et al., 2003; Xia & Sudharshan, 2002) has explored interruptive conditions 
affecting consumer decision making processes and behavior including routines.  Møller 
(2003) described two methods of breaking routines: to disturb the routine process, or change 
the context.  First, routines can be changed by initiating a deliberate decision-making 
process.  This approach is associated commonly with the elimination of bad habits (Ronis et 
al., 1989) and presupposes that replaceable behavioral alternatives are available (Gärling, 
1994).  Wood, Tam and Witt (2005b) established that behavioral change can be instigated by 
removing cues to performance.  Verplanken and Aarts (1999) showed that strength of 
behavioral association with situational stimuli impacts difficulty of behavioral change.  
Recently, there has been an increasing interest on deliberate decisions (e.g., deliberate routine 
deviation) through the formation implementation intentions.  Also coined as behavioral 
intentions (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980) or goal intentions (Gollwitzer & Moskowitz, 1996), goal 
attainment increases when intentions are formed, leading to heightened commitment levels.  
Bamberg (2000) confirmed that forming implementation intentions can break travel mode 
habits by increasing probabilities of performing goal intentions.   
 
Second, routine deviation is initiated by changing contextual features, including behavioral 
goals.  Behavioral change occurs when opportunities for behavioral enactment or recurrence 
are minimal or no longer desirable or possible (Møller, 2003).  In their classical study, Shiffrin 
and Schneider (1977) established that automaticity of performance is facilitated under 
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consistent conditions rather than variable ones.  According to Barnard and Ehrenberg (1997), 
behavior modification is possible by changing consumers’ consideration set or repertoire of 
brands/products purchased frequently.  Given that consumers adapt behavioral goals to 
environmental information, Bettman (1979) suggested that interruptions promote 
reassessment of existing goal hierarchies.  Dahlstrand and Biel (1997) proposed a model of 
behavioral change by priming environmental values.  Based on this premise, while positive 
post-behavioral evaluation encourages repetition of new behaviors (i.e., routine deviation), 
negative evaluation culminates in maintenance of previous behaviors (i.e., routine 
maintenance).  In support, Fujii, Gärling, and Kitamura (2001) demonstrated that both high 
and low routinizers deviate in their behaviors following contextual changes.   
 
When Disruptions Affect Routines Minimally 
 
Considering the different levels and types of disruptions, interferences do not necessarily 
result in behavioral change.  While interruptions can impede decision process, they also 
facilitate behavior (Norman & Bobrow, 1975).  According to Wood, Tam, and Witt (2005b), 
circumstantial changes not central to performance produces minimal disruptions.  This 
argument can be explained by the instrumentality of recurrent behaviors, that is routines 
provide control, order, and predictability, projecting perceptions of stability (Reich & Zautra, 
1991).  Furthermore, routines are associated with reduced stress, owing to enhanced levels of 
self-control (Baumeister, Bratslavsky, Muraven, & Tice, 1998).  Parallel to sunk cost theory 
(Thaler, 1980; Kahneman, Knetsch, & Thaler, 1991), routines appear more attractive than 
novel choices, culminating in status quo bias (Samuelson & Zeckhauser, 1988).   
 
Shah and Kruglanski (2003) found that routines are maintained regardless of disruptions, 
owing to attainment of previously defined goals.  Lawson (1997) demonstrated that 
individuals with concrete goals are acquainted with their product-level choices, resulting in 
resistance towards disruptions. In support, Peterman (1997) claimed that consumers with 
abstract goals tend to be open to wider alternatives than those with concrete goals, searching 
across product categories for information before deciding. This view is associated closely 
with the concept of free association (Suppes, 2003) that response to stimulation (e.g., 
disruption) is contingent on levels of abstraction, referred to as mentally represented 
concepts related to a task.  This case is exemplified by Chernev (2003), showing that 
consumers without readily available ideal shopping choices are faced with the dual task of 
identifying preferences and recognizing alternatives that best match existing goals. 
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Given that consumers rely on existing knowledge in decision making (Alba & Hutchinson, 
1987), product expertise can also enhance perceived relevance or impact of disruptions.  For 
example, Alba and Hutchinson (1987) established that experienced decision makers tend to 
ignore irrelevant information, thus reducing time needed to recover and response from 
disruptive events. This position is related closely to confirmatory bias (Betsch, Haberstroh, 
Glöckner, Haar, & Fiedler, 2001), where evidence challenging routines are attenuated.  Based 
on this view, constraints (e.g., time, cognitive, effort) and routine strength mitigate opposing 
reasons for routine performance (Ehrenberg, 1988; Betsch et al., 1998; Betsch, Brinkmann, 
Fiedler, & Breining, 1999).  This pattern of behavior has been demonstrated consistently in 
contexts, where routine decision makers under time pressure are inclined to discount 
disconfirming indicators (Johnson, Payne, Schkade, & Bettman, 1986).  Other researchers 
(Aarts, Verplanken, & Van Knippenberg, 1997; Verplanken, Aarts, & Van Knippenberg, 
1997) have also shown that individuals with strong routines are less likely to collect 
information and use elaborate search tactics than individual with weak.  
 
Investigating the Impact of Disruptions on Consumer Routines  
 
Knowledge of disruptions on routines has significance for consumer and marketing research 
(Bettman, 1979; Howard & Sheth, 1969) as it is not uncommon for retailers to introduce 
disturbances to shoppers’ routines by controlling in-store environments (e.g., traffic flow, 
shelf space) for strategic purposes (e.g., encourage impulse purchasing) (Underhill, 1999).  As 
routines are context-dependent, Toffler (1991) claimed that deviations from prescribed 
patterns can happen.  Such as, in dealing with conflicting goals arising from interruptions, 
the relative importance of incoherent goals might be adjusted according to dominant 
behavioral choices (Kunda, 1990; Montgomery, 1989).  This position supports claims 
(Alderson, 1957; Payne et al., 1993) that consumers are adaptive and purposive decision 
makers.   
 
Recently, Betsch and Haberstroh (2005) emphasized the need to investigate further the 
impact of routine disruptions.  Despite their relevance, the study of how disruptions inter 
alia impact consumer routines (Bettman, 1979; Huffman & Houston, 1993; Payne et al., 1996) 
seems under-explored other than reference to grocery shopping stressors and deviations 
(Aylott & Mitchell, 1999; Iyer & Ahlawat, 1987; Fram & Ajani, 1994).  As shown in Figure 2.5, 
Aylott and Mitchell (1999) showed that grocery shopping can be the most stressful form of 
shopping, especially when coupled with disruptions such as poor signage, staff attitude, and 
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store relocation.  These investigators identified two major stressors involving crowding and 
queuing, with the former directly affecting the latter.  Other stressors involving parking 
problems, narrow aisles, overheating, and stock-outs can affect perceptions of store 
crowding.  Experiencing out-of-stock scenarios can be stressful as additional time and effort 
are needed to identify suitable substitutes, coupled with the frustration of interruptions to 
shopping goals.  Aylott and Mitchell (1999) established that retailers need to go beyond time-
saving innovations (e.g., reducing transaction time) but address other stressors that can 
improve store design, increasing customers’ shopping experience.   
 
 
Source: Aylott and Mitchell (1999, p. 688) 
Figure 2.5 Grocery Shopping Stressors  
 
Research (Fram, 1992; Fram & Ajami, 1994; Aylott & Mitchell, 1999) relating to grocery 
shopping stressors have studied descriptively the concept of disruptions, however 
exploratory considerations have been largely ignored.  According to Betsch and Haberstroh 
(2005), less attention has been placed on understanding systematically the role of personal 
and contextual determinants in routine deviation, an issue carrying important implications 
for theory and practice.  As suggested by Shanteau, Friel, Thomas, and Raacke (2005), the 
dynamic effect of stimulus environments including different levels and types of 
interruptions facilitate and impede task performance (Yerkes & Dodson, 1908).  Building on 
the concept of grocery shopping stressors, this thesis investigates conditions in which 
individuals digress from existing routines. Utilizing the proposed hypothesized model 
(Figure 2.4), this dissertation systematically examines four factors involving goal-
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centeredness, situational contexts, anticipated temporal conditions, and repetitive value in 
light of three disruption levels: no (i.e., baseline), minor, and major disruptions, leading to 
three further research questions: 
 
RQ2 : Does the extent of disruption conditions (i.e., situational contexts, anticipated temporal 
conditions, repetitive value) impact differently on a model of routinization?  
   
RQ3 : Does the extent of disruptions levels (i.e., no, minor, major) impact differently on a model 
of routinization?   
   
RQ4 : Given that behavior is goal-centered, what are the effects of no, minor, and major 
disruptions on routinized grocery shopping behavior? 
 
 
Significance of Studying Routines in Grocery Shopping  
 
Grocery shopping tends to be a relatively routine and ongoing consumer behavior (Park et 
al., 1989; Thomas & Garland, 1996, 2004).  Studies (Ackerman, 1989; Linsen, 1991; Thomas & 
Garland, 1993) demonstrate that grocery shopping is a time consuming activity, where 
consumers often seek to reduce consumption of resources (e.g., time, effort).  Hoyer (1984) 
argued that grocery purchasing is a repetitive, low-involvement activity based on prior 
experiences.  AC Nielsen (1998) found that Australian consumers frequently adopt grocery 
shopping routines owing to convenience.  As well, Uncles (1996) found that grocery 
shopping behavior is similar temporarily, with consumers returning to the same 
supermarkets 90% of the time (Sheth & Parvatiyar, 1995).   
 
Research (Doti & Sharir, 1981; Blaylock, 1989) demonstrates interactions between 
demographics, time commitments, and shopping frequency.  For example, grocery shopping 
is associated as a gendered-activity, with females often holding primary responsibility (Fram 
& Axelrod, 1990; South & Spitze, 1994).  Nonetheless, other studies (Zhang & Farley 1995; 
Dholakia, Pedersen, & Hikmet 1995) observe that men are assuming more shopping 
responsibilities now than before.  Bawa and Ghosh (1999) found that determinants involving 
home ownership, income, employment, and family size affect shopping behavior.  Kim and 
Park (1997) examined patterns of grocery shopping trip intervals by characterizing routine 
and random shoppers.  Owing to high opportunity costs (e.g., dual-income households, 
young children), routine shoppers have more scheduled shopping trips than their 
counterparts.  Other studies (Kollat & Willet, 1967; Kahn & Schmitten, 1992) have also 
categorized consumer shopping in relation to major and fill-in trips.  Fill-in visits occur more 
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randomly to satisfy urgent or specific needs, while major trips are planned regularly with 
bigger spending patterns.   
 
According to Stern (1962), shoppers are increasingly transferring planning from home to … store 
… entering the store with a general intention to buy, but reaching the actual buying decision at the 
point of purchase (p. 60).  Notwithstanding, Thomas and Garland (1993) claimed that grocery 
shopping is not devoid of planning.  Approximately two thirds of shoppers use shopping 
lists, providing evidence of premeditation and planning (Thomas & Garland, 1993, 1996).  
Notwithstanding, using shopping lists does not suggest inflexibility or unfeasibility of 
unplanned purchases as a list is unlikely to include all final purchases.  Defining planned 
purchasing as decisions made prior to entering the store, Bucklin and Lattin (1991) 
contended that unplanned, or opportunistic purchases occur with low loyalty or unfamiliar 
stores.  Alternatively, Kollat and Willett (1967) claimed that unplanned purchasing is liable 
to happen during major shopping trips.  Studies (Inman, McAlister, & Hoyer, 1990) find that 
environmental cues, including in-store promotions, influence unplanned behaviors.  
Following Kollat and Willet (1967), Kahn and Schmittlein (1992) argued that consumer 
sensitivity to promotional efforts and proneness to opportunistic shopping hinges on the 
type (e.g., major versus fill-in) of shopping trip. 
 
Erasmus, Boshoff, and Rousseau (2002) characterized routinized grocery shopping as 
scripted behaviors.  Use of grocery shopping scripts is supported in literature (Bower, Black, 
& Turner, 1979; Block & Morwitz, 1999).  Preparing a grocery list can be part of a script, or 
procedural knowledge about a set of learned routines (Thomas & Garland, 1996, p. 233).  Shopping 
lists have different functions.  As can be seen in Figure 2.6, a list can function as a dictator, 
memory jogger, money controller, or encourage unplanned purchasing such as treats.  
Thomas and Garland (2004) reported that the purpose of preparing lists is to assist 
consumers to process grocery market information efficiently.  Similarly, Arnould, Price, and 
Zinkhan (2002) identified list making as a simplification strategy (p. 485).  These authors 
further state that list making assists consumers to arrange and budget shopping activities, 
avoiding over-purchasing and ensuring that necessary items are purchased.   
 
Thomas and Garland (2004) found that non-list holders are more susceptible to disruptions 
(e.g., promotions) than list holders.  Their study also revealed that 93% of list shoppers 
deviate from specified lists, suggesting that shopping lists tend to guide rather than govern 
actions.  Thomas and Garland (2004) established that although grocery shoppers operate 
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under scripts, routinized shopping behaviors are also susceptible to change and flexibility.  
Using the concept of scripts, this study explores the concept of routinized behaviors with a 
script-based scale, as further discussed in Study 2 (see Chapter 4). 
 
    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Adapted from: Thomas and Garland (2004, pp. 627-631) 
Figure 2.6 Continuum of Functions for Using Shopping Lists 
 
 
Summary 
 
This thesis bridges a gap in extant research by examining key factors that play a role in 
behavioral grocery shopping routines following disruptions.  As shown in Figure 2.7, the 
present research involves two interrelated investigations incorporating mixed methodologies 
(Cresswell, 2003).   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NOTE: RQ1: What are the key components supporting a model of routinization?; RQ2: Does the extent of disruption conditions (i.e., situational contexts, 
anticipated temporal conditions, repetitive value) impact differently on a model of routinization?; RQ3: Does the extent of disruption levels (i.e., no, minor, 
major) impact differently on a model of routinization?; and RQ4: Given that behavior is goal-centered, what are the effects of no, minor, and major 
disruptions on routinized grocery shopping behavior? 
 
Figure 2.7 Research Design involving Studies 1 and 2 
 
Following review of relevant literature and pilot testing, Study 1 involves in-depth 
interviews seeking to establish how goal-directed grocery shopping routines are developed 
over time.  That is, to determine the role of goal-centeredness, situational contexts, 
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anticipated temporal conditions, and repetitive value on routine development and 
maintenance.  Using structural equation modeling (SEM) procedures (Jöreskog & Sörbom, 
1993), Study 2 tests and builds upon a conceptual model of routinization, and explores the 
impact of disruptions (no, minor, major) on routinized behaviors.  While Study 1 addresses 
Research Question 1, Study 2 focuses on Research Questions 1-to-4 (Figure 2.7).   
 
In summary, this chapter examines pertinent literature in the area, focusing on definitions 
afforded by different disciplines and related concept, such as habitual behaviors and loyalty.  
A working definition and hypothetical model of behavioral routines in grocery shopping is 
developed.  Research questions emanating from literature are formulated, and addressed in 
Studies 1 and 2 (Figure 2.7).  The next chapter presents Study 1. 
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CHAPTER 3 
STUDY 1 
ESTABLISHING ROUTINIZATION 
 
Study 1, involving semi-structured in-depth interviews, seeks to establish how goal-directed 
grocery shopping routines are developed over time.  The chapter describes current research 
objectives, research method, and data analytical techniques.  Results are presented and 
discussed, leading to the development of a conceptual model of routinization.  Limitations 
associated and implications for theory and practice, emerging from this study are also 
discussed.  
 
Background and Research Objectives 
 
Although the importance of routines in individuals’ lives is recognized, an understanding of 
their nature remains rather limited in consumer behavior literature (Bettman, 1979).  Given 
the dearth of research on consumer routinization (Cohen & Bacdayan, 1994), Study 1 
employs a semi-exploratory research focus.  Qualitative research is useful to define … [the 
research] problem more precisely, identify relevant courses of action, or gain additional insights before 
an approach can be developed (Malhotra, 1999 p. 83).  Research on routines (Brotherton, 2001; 
Reich & Zautra, 1991), goal-oriented theories (Bettman et al., 1998), and script theories 
(Schank & Abelson, 1977) afford a basis for this study.  Utilizing a laddering approach of 
questioning (Gutman, 1997), respondents are probed on end goals as described in the List of 
Values (LOV) (Kahle & Kennedy, 1988).   
 
In general, three main objectives guide Study 1 and include:  
• To explore and characterize goal-directed behavioral routines, as studies (Aarts & 
Dijksterhuis, 2000a; Bargh & Barndollar, 1996) show that behavior functions as a means of 
obtaining goals or end-states;  
• To investigate routines from a grocery shopping perspective; and  
• To pretest constructs, variables, and measures for experimental protocols and measures 
employed in Study 2, an online experiment investigating the impact of disruptions on 
routines. 
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METHOD 
 
Participants 
 
Table 3.1 shows demographics of participants: Kelly, Elizabeth, and Marge, each of whom 
represents a case study.  Names for cases are pseudonyms.  Kelly is 27 years of age and 
single.  She shares grocery shopping responsibilities with her housemate, with whom she 
rents an apartment.  Elizabeth is aged 55 years, single, and owns her own home.  She is 
currently living alone and is the sole household shopper.  Marge, aged 45 years, is married 
and a mother of two teenage sons aged 17 and 20 years.  She is the primary household 
grocery shopper.  Owning a home, she has lower storage costs but higher inventory levels 
compared to renters.  All interviewees are employed and hold postgraduate qualifications.  
Additional case descriptions are reported under Results.  The screening process undertaken, 
including an account of theoretical sampling procedures and mixed methodologies, is 
discussed below.   
 
Table 3.1 Description of Cases for Study 1 
Variable Case 1: Kelly Case 2: Elizabeth Case 3: Marge 
• Gender  Female  Female  Female 
• Age 27 years 55 years 45 years 
• Highest level of 
education  
 
Postgraduate 
 
Postgraduate 
 
Postgraduate 
• Annual household 
income 
 
$20,000 - $29,999 
 
$20,000 - $29,999 
 
$50,000+ 
• Employment Employed Employed  Employed 
• Marital status  Single Single Married  
• Number in household  2 person(s) 1 person(s) 4 person(s) 
• Household status No children at home No children at home Youngest child 17 years 
• Home ownership  Rent Own  Own  
• Shopper responsibility Joint  Primary  Primary 
• Type of shopper Routine shopper Random shopper Routine shopper 
 
Participant Selection Process 
 
As shown in Figure 3.1, respondents were selected from a convenience sample fitting 
inclusion and exclusion criteria involving individuals aged between 18-to-55 years (i.e., 
based on ethical considerations), representing primary household grocery shoppers.  In line 
with Glaser and Strauss (1967), theoretical, or purposeful sampling procedures identified 
three participants.  In contrast to statistical sampling, where samples are selected randomly 
from the population, theoretical sampling replicates previous cases or extends emergent 
theory (Glaser & Strauss, 1967).  With reference to Eisenhardt (1989) and Pettigrew (1988), 
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cases selected for this study are intended to fill theoretical categories.  Rather than people, 
events, incidents, and experiences are objects of purposeful sampling (Miles & Huberman, 
1994; Strauss & Corbin, 1990), with a focus on quality of information obtained per sampling 
unit, as opposed to numbers (Patton, 1990).  Nine grocery shopping experiences reported in 
this study provide sufficient account of consumer routinization processes.  As well, 
information redundancy (Lincoln & Guba, 1985) was supported by pretest results, where 
four respondents involving primary household shoppers were pilot tested.   
 
  
 
 
 
 
Figure 3.1 Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria for Participant Selection 
 
Current sample size decisions are also based on the adoption of mixed methodologies 
(Cresswell, 2003).  While in-depth interviews aim to characterize consumer routines, Study 2 
tests a model of routinization emanating from Study 1.  Researchers (Burgess, 1993; Denzin, 
1978) argue that triangulation of research methods neutralizes biases inherent in single 
methods and expands existing findings by adding scope and breadth.  Synonymous to 
peeling an onion, adopting a qualitative prior to quantitative approach encourages different 
facets of a phenomenon to emerge sequentially (Greene, Caracelli, & Graham, 1989).  
Qualitative research allows raw data to be explored through themes and sub-themes, 
identifying relationships arising from a phenomenon (Cavana, Delahaye, & Sekaran, 2001).  
As Wacker (1998) outlined, theories involve precise definitions … to explain why and how … 
relationships are logically tied … [in order to] give specific predictions (pp. 363-364).  In order to 
support propositions for further examination, Study 1 provides a theoretical foundation for 
Study 2.  The following section describes the current semi-structured interview schedule. 
 
 
Semi-Structured Interview Schedule 
 
Interviews focused on respondents’ grocery shopping experiences.  Literature on routines 
(Brotherton, 2001; Reich & Zautra, 1991), goal-oriented theories (Bettman et al., 1998; Pieters, 
1993), and script theories (Schank & Abelson, 1977) afford a basis for semi-structured 
Aged 18-
to-55 
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shopper 
INCLUDE 
EXCLUDE 
Yes 
No No 
Yes Available  
to 
participate 
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No 
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interview questions utilized for this investigation.  As shown in Tables 3.2 and 3.3, structure 
of a final list of interview questions, comprising three parts are reported below.   
 
Table 3.2 Part 1: Semi-Structured Interview Questions 
Parts Interview questions 
Part 1: 
Behavioral 
script elicitation 
Name a dish you like to cook. Describe the sequence of operations involved in its preparation 
  
• When was your last major grocery shopping trip? 
• What time did you go shopping? Is that standard for you? Why? 
• Where did you go? Is that standard for you? If so, how long? Why? 
• Did you shop with anyone else? Is that standard for you? Why? 
• Did you use a shopping list? Do you often do that? Why? 
• Imagine going through the store again, and standing at the store entrance. How did you maneuver 
yourself through the store? Is that standard for you? Why? 
• What was the first item you included in your shopping basket? What else did you buy? Is that your 
standard list? Why? 
• What guides your decisions in terms of product chosen/store entered? Why? 
• What did you do prior/after grocery shopping activities? Is that standard for you? 
• Approximately how long have you been following this routine(s)? 
Part 2: Routine 
description 
• What other stores would you consider? Why? What would it take to switch stores? Why? 
  
Part 3: Story 
completion  
 
• Scenario 1: 
Situational 
disruption 
Without fail, your weekly grocery list consists of bread, milk, and eggs. You purchase your bread from 
your local baker adjacent to supermarket X, while your eggs and milk/dairy products are purchased 
from X. You buy your bread from the specialty store for their variety and you perceive they are fresher 
than X. Furthermore, you have patronized this baker for the last four years, building a friendly 
acquaintance with the owner. However, before leaving for your weekly shopping trip, you flipped 
through X’s weekly brochure and realize that the supermarket introduced a new range of bread 
products. This new bread range is baked in-store and instantly sold on the shelves. 
  • Would you continue shopping at your current baker, or try X’s new bread range? Why? 
  • Would you consider purchasing from X if they did not have this new product range in the 
first place? Why? 
  • If you continue patronizing your current baker, to what extent would you reconsider 
patronizing elsewhere? Why? 
 
1. Part 1:  Interviews begin with an explanation of the current investigation, including 
purpose and confidentiality.  Beginning with script elicitation, the purpose of this process 
is to encourage participants to focus on action sequences used for latter parts (e.g., Name 
a dish you like to cook. Describe the sequence of operations involved in its preparation).  
Information for Part 1 was solicited only for the first interview session. 
2. Part 2: A subjective view of respondents’ routines is then considered.  This segment of 
the interview process was solicited at all interview sessions, within which participants’ 
grocery shopping experiences are discussed.  Examples of questions (e.g., When was your 
last major grocery shopping trip?; Imagine going through the store again, and standing at the 
store entrance. How did you maneuver yourself through the store? Is that standard for you? 
Why?) are listed in Table 3.2.   
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3. Part 3: Grocery shopping scenarios, each of which involves either a situational, temporal, 
or instrumental disruption are then discussed.  Participants are asked how they would 
respond to these disruptions (e.g., Assuming you were less constrained by other household 
errands this Saturday, but still had plans to watch the musical. Would you continue shopping at 
your current baker, or make a one-stop shop at X? Why?).  The purpose of this projective 
technique, involving story completion is to identify significance of constructs (e.g., goal-
centeredness, situational contexts, anticipated temporal conditions, repetitive value) in 
respondents’ routines, and to develop a model of routinization for testing in Study 2.    
 
Table 3.3 Part 2: Semi-Structured Interview Questions 
Parts Interview questions 
Part 3: Story 
completion  
 
• Scenario 2: 
Temporal 
disruption 
You purchase your weekly groceries from a usual grocery shopping area on Saturday afternoons after 
lunch.  Although you do not dislike grocery shopping, you prefer to finish shopping tasks quickly.  This 
Saturday however, you are watching a musical at noon.  This change requires you to complete shopping 
chores in the morning, which are filled usually with other household responsibilities.   
 
In any case, your weekly grocery list consists of bread, milk, and eggs.  You purchase your bread from 
your local baker adjacent to supermarket X, while your eggs and milk/dairy products are purchased 
from X.  You buy your bread from the specialty store for their variety and you perceive they are fresher 
than X. Furthermore, you have patronized this baker for the last four years, building a friendly 
acquaintance with the owner. 
  • Would you continue shopping at your current baker despite the time constraint, or make a 
one-stop shop at X? Why? 
  
 Assuming you were less constrained by other household errands this Saturday, but still had plans to 
watch the musical.  
  • Would you continue shopping at your current baker, or make a one-stop shop at X? Why?  
  • If you continue your usual routine, to what extent would you reconsider changing your 
routine? Why? 
  
• Scenario 3: 
Instrumental 
disruption 
You make an impulse decision to invite friends for a home cooked dinner tonight.  Deciding to make a 
simple roast meal, you search your pantry realizing that you are short of five ingredients.  Routinely 
patronizing supermarket X for your shopping needs and being familiar with the store, you drop by to 
purchase the ingredients.   
 
At the store, you notice recent changes in store layout. Unable to locate one of five ingredients, you are 
unsure if items were overlooked on the shelves, or stocked-out.  Staff are occupied as the store is 
unexpectedly busy.   
  • What would you do? Locate the item again, approach a staff, patronize another nearby 
supermarket, or forego the item? Why? 
  
 Assuming you fail to locate four of five ingredients as opposed to just one.    
  • What would you do? Locate the items again, approach a staff, patronize another nearby 
supermarket, or forego the items? Why? 
  • What items would you either consider foregoing or looking elsewhere?  
  • What extent would warrant a change in routine? Why?  
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Procedure 
  
Table 3.4 shows that each case was interviewed on three occasions, over an eight week 
period, with a 1-to-2 week lag between interviews.  A longitudinal interview approach 
allowed grocery shopping routines to be understood from objective but also subjective point 
of views, by allowing actual tracking and progress of participants’ routines and disruptions.  
Approximately 90% of all interview times involved asking similar questions to each 
respondent until theoretical saturation was achieved (Glaser & Strauss, 1967).  This approach 
ensured that questions, especially scenarios, and their responses were accounted for to assist 
in the development procedures adopted subsequently for Study 2 (i.e., online experiment).   
 
Table 3.4 Interview Schedules for Research Cases, including Significant Events during 
Interview Periods 
 
Case  
 
Session 
Significant event(s) during interview period that 
affected personal routines 
1. Kelly 1 Chinese lunar New Year celebrations 
 2 None 
 3 None 
   
2. Elizabeth 1 None  
 2 None 
 3 None  
   
3. Marge 1 Arrival of Japanese guest to household 
 2 Easter and Good Friday celebrations 
 3 None 
 
Figure 3.2 shows the interview procedure.  Following behavioral script elicitation (Part 1), 
respondents are then queried about their goal-directed grocery shopping behavior (Aarts & 
Dijksterhuis, 2000a; Bargh & Barndollar, 1996; Park & Smith, 1989), including real life 
accounts of disruptions in their shopping routines in Part 2.  Based on expectancy-value 
theory (Gutman, 1982), the means-end chain (MEC) model suggests that consumer 
knowledge is arranged hierarchically, where concrete thoughts are linked to abstract 
concepts (Olson & Reynolds, 1983; Hall & Lockshin, 2000).  Similar orientations are applied 
for goal-directed behaviors (Pieters et al., 1995), where higher goals (i.e., superordinate) are 
achieved by consequence of focal goals, which are attained further by concrete goals (i.e., 
subordinate) (see Figure 2.2 in Chapter 2).  For the present study, traditional laddering 
techniques adopted from MEC theory (Gutman, 1997) are used to probe participants on their 
goal hierarchies based on the List of Values (LOV): fun and enjoyment in life, being well 
respected, warm relationships with others, self-fulfillment, security, self-respect, sense of 
belonging, sense of accomplishment, and excitement (Kahle & Kennedy, 1988).  Specifically, 
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participants are questioned initially on what (i.e., identification) questions concerning their 
goal-directed routinized grocery shopping behaviors, followed by why (i.e., 
motivation/superordinate), and how (i.e., operation/subordinate) questions (Pieters, Allen, 
& Baumgartner, 2001).  Little (1983) referred to superordinate and subordinate questioning 
as value and act laddering, respectively.   
 
 
  
  
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3.2 Interview Procedure 
 
One drawback of the laddering technique is that mental processes are often subconscious, 
resulting in unprepared interpretations of consumer responses and behaviors (Nisbett & 
Wilson, 1977).  In dealing with this problem, Reynolds and Gutman (2001) suggested using 
negative laddering, asking what would happen questions when attributes or consequences are 
not delivered.  When necessary, interview questions were rearticulated as scenarios or 
situations to concretize addressing issues.  Third-person probes, involving role-playing 
circumstances (Reynolds & Gutman, 2001) were also used to elicit responses to sensitive 
issues.   
 
Upon familiarization of respondents’ routines, Part 3 involves posing one story-completion 
scenario per interview session.  As shown in Figure 3.2, three types of disruptions: 
situational (i.e., situational contexts), temporal (i.e., anticipated temporal conditions), and 
instrumental (i.e., repetitive value) are presented.   
 
Participants were not offered any incentives for their time commitment, which took 
approximately 45 minutes per session.  All interviews were conducted within a few days 
following respondents’ grocery shopping activities to ensure fresh accounts of their 
PART 1 
Behavioral script 
elicitation 
Identify grocery 
shopping routines (i.e., 
what) 
Understand grocery 
shopping motivations 
using LOV (i.e., why) 
 
PART 2 
Routine description 
 
Operationalize grocery 
shopping routines (i.e., 
how) 
 
  
PART 3 
Story completion 
Situational 
disruption 
Temporal  
disruption 
Instrumental 
disruption 
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experiences.  Interviews were conducted in a non-threatening situation.  Sessions were audio 
taped and later transcribed immediately following each session.   
  
 
Data Analytic Procedures  
 
Using NVivo, data interpretation procedures began with case analyses (Meredith, 1998), 
including description of demographics, followed by template analyses (King, 1998).  These 
steps are described in detail below. 
 
Case Analyses 
 
Case research involves an in-depth exploration of a program, event, process, or individuals 
bounded by time and activity.  Rather than being a methodological decision, case studies 
involve a choice of what is to be studied (Stake, 1995, 2000).  This study assumes an 
instrumental (Stake, 2000, p. 437) interest in cases, entailing individual routinized grocery 
shopping behaviors, by sharing methodological insight with template analysis (King, 1998) 
on the phenomenon of routinization.  Supporting Yin (1994), case research emanates from 
theories, where results are used to develop a template.  In terms of theory building, both 
inductive and deductive methods are used, reflecting prestructured research (Miles & 
Huberman, 1994, p. 17).  Existing case themes are deduced from prior theory (Brotherton, 
2001; Bettman et al., 1998) but also induced by identifying key variables and relationships 
from data (Handfield & Melnyk, 1998; Miles & Huberman, 1994). 
 
Case studies are considered appropriate in this study for three reasons.  First, this 
investigation aims to address how and why questions, suited specifically for case research 
(Meredith, 1998; Yin, 1994), concerning behavioral routinization and routine disruptions.  
Second, Yin (1994) suggested that case studies be utilized when there is little control over 
behavioral events.  For the present thesis, case research allows empirical investigations of 
grocery shopping behaviors in real life settings, rather than through experimental 
conditioning (Yin, 2002).  Contextual conditions, such as routine disruptions are considered, 
culminating in a meaningful understanding of phenomena under investigation (Meredith, 
1998).  Finally, case study research is preferred when examining contemporary events, as 
suggested by interviewing respondents shortly after grocery shopping episodes.  In contrast, 
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historical methods using panel data (Kim & Park, 1997; Kahn & Schmittlein, 1989; Bawa & 
Ghosh, 1999), for example, deal with the past and lack sources of retrospection.  
 
Creswell (1994) argued that case analytical procedures are eclectic (p. 153) with no fixed right, 
or for that matter, wrong way.  In this thesis, cases are examined in light of five perspectives: 
demographics, grocery shopping contexts, attitudes, effects of real (and imagined) life 
disruptions, and other idiosyncratic issues.  Assertions and generalizations about cases are 
developed subsequently, where within-case (i.e., case behaviors over time) and cross-case 
(i.e., comparison of case behaviors) analyses are adopted.  Case study write-ups, including 
inclusion of quotes, are maintained to establish a chain of evidence, increasing reliability of 
findings (Yin, 1994).  This principle allows external observers to follow derivation of 
evidence from initial research questions to case study conclusions, and vice versa.  Creswell 
(1998) claimed that interview quotations represent supporting evidence in bringing in the 
voice of participants.  Surprisingly, Dubè and Parè (2003) found that only one-third of 
research using case studies employed quotes. 
 
Template Analyses 
 
Template analysis techniques (King, 1998; Crabtree & Miller, 1992) were used to triangulate 
and draw out additional themes arising from case studies, and to test a hypothetical model 
reported earlier (see Figure 2.4 in Chapter 2).  This method involves defining a list of codes, 
or template, a priori and associating coded themes with issues in the text (King, 1998; 
Warnaby & Yip, 2005).  Table 3.5 shows the final template comprising four main themes: 
goal-centeredness (including the LOV), situational contexts, anticipated temporal conditions, 
and repetitive value, and one supporting theme: grocery shopping-related features.   
 
The template approach is comparable to pattern matching techniques (Yin, 1994), which 
compares empirically-based patterns with predicted ones.  This technique occupies a middle 
ground position between content analysis, where codes are preselected and analyzed via 
statistical methods (Weber, 1985), and grounded theory with no a priori defined themes 
(Glaser & Strauss, 1967).  King (1998) described template analysis as an approach that does 
not come with a heavy baggage of prescriptions and procedures (p. 132).  Flexibility of template 
analysis enables changes to analytical procedures, distinguishing this method from content 
analysis, and fitting the semi-exploratory requirements of this research.  Producing a 
template beforehand systematizes data analytical protocols in order to develop clear and 
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organized results.  Surprisingly, it appears that no studies in consumer behavior have 
employed this analytical technique.  Notwithstanding, King (1998) claimed that template 
analysis is a very widely used approach in qualitative research … often referred to by other terms 
such as ‘codebook analysis’ or ‘thematic coding’ (p. 118).  
 
Table 3.5 Final Coding Template 
First level code Second level code Third level code 
1. Goal-centeredness • Focal goals a 
 • Subordinate goals a 
 • Superordinate goals • Fun and enjoyment in life 
  • Being well respected 
  • Warm relationship with others 
  • Self-fulfillment 
  • Self-respect 
  • Sense of belonging 
  • Sense of accomplishment 
  • Excitement 
  • Security 
  • Others 
   
2. Situational contexts a a 
   
3. Anticipated temporal conditions a a 
   
4. Repetitive value  • Restrictions (health/ transport) 
 
• Reasons imposing 
repetition • Memory 
  • Consideration set 
  • Demands of significant others 
  • Sunk cost 
  • Others 
 • Commitment to relationship  
 
• Reasons endorsing 
repetition • Involvement 
  • Satisfaction 
  • Familiarity and expertise 
  • Convenience (Cognition/behavior) 
  • Optimal stimulation level  
  • Others 
   
5. Grocery shopping  • Attitudes a 
 • Personality a 
 • Financial resources  a 
 • Personal preferences a 
   
NOTE: a: No specific second or third level coding. 
 
Development of analytical templates allows coding of large volumes of text, where identified 
topics are gathered to support an interpretive process of results (Crabtree & Miller, 1999).  
This study organized hierarchically codes between one to three levels, catering for varying 
levels of analysis.  While high order categories provide broad overview of findings, low 
order categories distinguish specific themes within and between cases, aiding in the 
development of theoretical concepts (Maxwell, 1996).  Currently, selected categories are 
based on studies relating to routines (Brotherton, 2001), goal-oriented (Pieters, 1993) and 
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value (Kahle & Kennedy, 1988) theories, shopping literature (Kahn & Schmittlein, 1989), and 
work on other related repetitive behavioral patterns (Knight, 1999).  Codes are modified and 
added when data cannot be associated with preselected codes, and when other new theme 
codes emerge from data.  The next section reports and discusses findings based on case 
study and template analyses, respectively.   
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 
This section reports findings emanating from case research, addressing RQ1: What are the Key 
Components Supporting a Model of Routinization?  Results are structured according to cases: 
Kelly, Elizabeth, and Marge, within which five aspects are discussed: demographics, grocery 
shopping contexts, attitudes, effects of real life disruptions, and other key issues.  Summary 
of main issues arising from cases then follows.  Ensuing sections report findings derived 
from template analyses.  Limitations and implications of this study are also discussed. 
 
Case Analyses 
 
Case 1: Kelly 
   
Interviews with Case 1, Kelly, centered on her weekly trips usually involving grocery 
shopping for seafood, meat, vegetables, and fruits.  As shown in Table 3.4, three interview 
sessions were conducted from early-February to early-March.  One of these interviews took 
place at a time approaching Chinese lunar New Year celebrations, causing minor disruptions 
to Kelly’s shopping patterns for that week.  Following sections detail Kelly’s demographic 
particulars, context of her routine, and grocery shopping attitudes. 
 
Demographics  
Kelly is a female international student aged 27 years.  She holds a postgraduate degree and 
has been a student for the previous 3 years.  Approximately 7 months prior to the first 
interview, Kelly moved in with a friend to a newly rented unit.  This move culminated in 
disruptions to her recent grocery shopping routines.  Although single, she shares grocery 
shopping responsibilities with her housemate, with other friends or partners, such as 
boyfriends, accompanying them occasionally. She can be described as a routine shopper, 
shopping approximately around the same time of day each week.  This routine is as a result 
of commitments to full-time studies and part-time work, as well as availability of her 
shopping partner(s), who are occupied usually at other times of the week.   
 
Grocery Shopping Context 
Generally, Kelly does a major shop on weekends coinciding with lunch, usually at either one 
of her two primary grocery shopping areas, approximately 15-to-30 minutes drive from her 
home. Her shopping destination is dependent on where lunch will be, which is decided 
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between Kelly and her shopping partner(s).  She shares evening meals with her housemate at 
home several times a week, and at times with her boyfriend.  Most of her grocery shopping 
decisions are centered on what she, her housemate, or boyfriend wants for meals.  Thus, she 
usually shops for at least two or more people.  In collaboration with her housemate, Kelly 
purchases seafood produce, and other ingredients for meals she plans to prepare for the 
ensuing week.  Her shopping behavior involves purchasing from multiple specialty stores 
rather than a one-stop shop once.  Weekly shopping purchases usually take 30-to-45 minutes, 
which are followed occasionally by other activities. 
 
Grocery Shopping Attitudes  
Kelly does not prepare a shopping list or plan her weekly grocery shopping in great detail. 
Although preparing meals are regarded as important, she is not too fastidious about grocery 
purchases.  She regards grocery shopping as an indispensable but unnecessarily complicated 
event, hence the speediness in completing her grocery shopping activities when shopping at 
one of her common shopping venues.  She views grocery shopping as an activity that should 
be as stress-free as possible, not a cause to be uptight about what she might have forgotten to 
purchase.  Kelly also does not adopt an attitude of price checking, though she is a 
price/value-conscious grocery shopper.  This money saving attitude appears to be a primary 
drive for shopping at her usual locations.  She is not store loyal but she routinizes stores that 
are convenient and provide savings.  In terms of shopping at supermarkets, she prefers 
Safeway over Coles.  
 
Effects of Real Life Disruptions 
Kelly’s attitudes of being care- and stress-free about grocery shopping are also reflected in 
her response to disruptions.  Owing to preparations for Chinese New Year celebrations, her 
usual shopping venue experienced very high traffic flow and was busier than usual.  
However, Kelly appeared to be unperturbed emotionally by the interruption.  Her attitude of 
getting-it-over-and-done was evident in her response to the change.  She continued shopping 
from the same seafood specialist store, which was already renowned to be busy at other 
times, owing to the reason of convenience, being one of her primary shopping goals. She 
continued with her routines rather than planning for more accessible places and times to 
shop.  Owing to complexity of situation scenarios raised during interviews, only key issues 
arising from the scenarios are discussed in the subsequent section.  These issues include 
Kelly’s focal grocery shopping goals, stimulus of food, optimal stimulation level, personal 
attitudes particularly that towards cooking, and influence of significant others. 
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Key Issues Arising From Case 1 
Grocery Shopping Goals  
Kelly routinizes her grocery shopping based on convenience and money-saving benefits.  
These reasons represent her shopping goals.  For example, Kelly does not adopt an attitude 
of price checking but her multiple-store visit behavior indicates she is price/value-conscious.  
Nonetheless, her multiple-store-visit behavior appears to be influenced by the shopping 
environment (i.e., cluster of specialty stores in one shopping area) rather than single store 
loyalty.  Shopping with a relatively small household income infers why Kelly sources for 
cheaper products.  Ultimately, convenience coupled with money saving benefits appear to be 
important motivations that rationalize her shopping behavior.   
 
Stimulus of Food  
The notion of food and eating are also significant influences in Kelly’s grocery shopping 
behavior.  Her food preferences and knowledge play a role in determining her routines, 
which are significant in defining her goals.  For instance, her shopping location is dependent 
highly on what she wants for lunch.  Weekly shopping contents are influenced by her meal 
plans, usually comprising seafood dishes owing to her cultural background.  Even the 
sequence of items in her shopping basket is determined by her meal preparations.   
 
We get meat first before getting veggie. … Probably because the main ingredients in a dish 
is meat. … I mean, fine, you could have five types of veggies but it’s the grilled fish that 
counts. … We think about the dish and then main ingredient is meat. … Go get seafood 
and come out, go get some poultry from next to the seafood place, keep walking, and get 
veggie from this same store too.  (Kelly, Session 1) 
 
Optimal Stimulation Level 
Another characteristic that influences Kelly’s routine is her optimal stimulation levels.  She 
does not desire a frequent change in her food and grocery routines but is content and 
stimulated sufficiently with her choices.  This disposition is reflected in her seemingly 
monotonous lunch locations on Saturday, which will either be at one of two areas.  Given the 
economical savings, Kelly accounts the possibility of having lunch from a similar eatery 
daily.  The source of Kelly’s stimulation is more often enthused externally rather than 
induced internally.  This stimulation comes from the company of her shopping and Saturday 
lunch partners, as well as her dinner partner(s) or company.   
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Personal Attitudes 
Attitude is also found to be important in defining Kelly’s routinized grocery shopping 
behavior.  Her lack of culinary experience and cooking enjoyment influence her attitudes in 
creating meals by the book, where she will either improvise or do without ingredients she 
cannot locate.  Consider Kelly’s acceptable cooking standards and attitudes when she cannot 
find a cooking ingredient: 
 
I would get really frustrated, but I’ll probably just go without it  … like I’m not a 
chef, so I wouldn’t mind.  Just cook … unless if it was a very important ingredient! 
…There’s … this Chinese grocery shop on Glenferrie Road. … [I was] going to cook 
this dish, this boy’s coming over. Impress! Impress!. … I knew they had lemon grass. 
I went in but they didn’t have it! ‘What do I do?!’ I knew I couldn’t find it anywhere 
around there. … I cooked without it! And I said, ‘This is the recipe’. I can’t help it, 
I’m not going to go so far and get it.  (Kelly, Session 2) 
 
Her carefree attitude in life also influences her cooking attitudes.  She avoids getting upset 
about mistakes she make as she believes they can usually be resolved.  Considering this 
attitude, she tackles grocery shopping tasks by avoiding additional hassle of planning (e.g., 
creating shopping lists).    
 
Influence of Significant Others 
Opinions of significant others are important determinants for Kelly’s behavior.  Although 
she is concerned about opinions and perceptions of other people for prosocial reasons (e.g., 
others are fed with good food), however self-accomplishment motivations are reported 
frequently.  From time to time, focal goals involving sense of accomplishments or self-
fulfillment are mentioned in reported findings.  Consider Kelly’s response when asked if she 
would change her menu if she cannot locate ingredients for the current menu:  
 
Unlikely, I don’t have a lot of dishes that I can cook. Could be, but not as possible, as 
skipping that ingredient or going somewhere else. … I’m the type of person who 
would tell other people first what I’m going to do. … I’ve already told them. It’s not 
like, ‘Ooh, make a surprise’ and then change. … I still have to do it. … I wouldn’t tell 
like ‘Oh sorry, there was no ingredient so I changed’. It’s a bit odd. … Think it’s … a 
lame excuse. If you want to do it, just do it.  (Kelly, Session 2) 
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This observation shows that Kelly is a self-motivating person, highlighting her focal goals, 
which play a central role in guiding her grocery shopping behavior and choices. 
 
Case 1 Summary  
Kelly’s grocery shopping behavior is directed by goals of convenience and economical 
savings.  These goals are evident in her shopping patterns and locations.  Her shopping 
behavior is influenced strongly by food and meal preparations, where she has sufficiently 
low stimulation levels in her grocery and meal choices, culminating in relatively similar 
meals and grocery purchases weekly.  Wittingly, Kelly’s cooking attitudes also influence her 
routines.  Her carefree attitudes about grocery shopping are also reflected in her response to 
disruptions (i.e., Chinese lunar New Year preparations), where she was not concerned with 
the additional commotion and continued with her routines. Although her routines are 
constructed personally, the stimulus of significant others are influential in her grocery 
shopping patterns too.  In fact, her source of motivation appears to be externally enthused 
(e.g., grocery shopping at her grocery shopping venues only when there is company).  Main 
issues drawn from Kelly’s behavior are further discussed in latter sections.  This next section 
discusses Elizabeth’s behavior, along with keys issues arising from her case.  
 
Case 2: Elizabeth  
 
Case 2 involves Elizabeth, who grocery shops sporadically and ad hoc in nature.  
Nonetheless, trips are generally routinized when needs arise.  Interviews centered on her 
shopping, usually accounting for only 1-to-2 meals each week, and food products for her 
pets and guests.  As shown in Table 3.4, three interview sessions were conducted from early-
February to early-March.  There is no report of any significant events that impaired her 
routine during the interview period.  Sections hereafter describe Elizabeth’s demographics, 
context of her routine, and grocery shopping attitudes.  
 
Demographics  
Elizabeth is aged 55 years, single and owns her own home.  Although she used to have a 
housemate, she is currently living alone and is the primary household shopper.  She has a 
postgraduate qualification but is presently pursuing further studies while taking up part-
time work.  She engaged previously in corporate work prior to returning to full-time studies 
approximately 3 years ago.  Owing to flexible opportunities that allow her to grocery shop 
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more frequently now than before, her shopping patterns are usually random and 
impromptu, culminating in shopping for smaller amounts.   
 
Grocery Shopping Context 
Despite moving house twice, Elizabeth has been living in the same vicinity for 30 years.  
Having strongly established routines, Elizabeth grocery shops at a local supermarket chain, 
Coles, approximately 3 minutes drive from her home, in which she started patronizing when 
she moved into the area.  Visits to the supermarket are multi-staged, usually in the afternoon 
or late evening after university or work.  Even though these trips are fill-in shops, and are 
not premeditated major ones, it takes her 45-to-60 minutes to complete, as she usually walks 
through most aisles and stops to chat with people (i.e., friends, store staff) occasionally.  She 
used to do major shops while living with a housemate, but only purchases small amounts 
now with a decent shop for essential items from time to time, such as for coffee, sugar, and 
milk.  These shops are not fixed but only occur when need be.  Since Elizabeth does not shop 
extensively, she uses a hand basket rather than a shopping trolley, which consists of food 
enough for 1-to-2 meals, usually salads or items from the delicatessen, pet food as well as 
other food produce for her guest friends.  In addition, she intermittently patronizes smaller 
retailers such as the local greengrocer and baker, depending on her shopping needs and 
time.   
 
Grocery Shopping Attitudes  
Elizabeth does not plan her shopping trips by preparing a shopping list, or by checking her 
pantry, but assumes items she needs.  This lack of planning prompts her to do fill-in trips 
more frequently approximately 2-to-3 times a week.  Owing to durability of salad items, 
which she likes having often, she buys them after several days.  Additionally, eating and 
serving fresh salad is important to Elizabeth, hence the desire to purchase salad items on a 
frequent basis.  She does not shop for lower-priced alternatives (e.g., no-frill or home brands) 
because she believes in the concept of false economy, which compromises satisfaction and 
quality for price paid.  For example, although it costs more to grocery shop at greengrocers, 
she is willing to pay extra for its better quality produce.  Apart from receiving greater 
satisfaction shopping from greengrocers, Elizabeth believes it is partly consumers’ 
responsibility to support local community shops (i.e., for convenience & good quality 
products).  She reports enjoying the experience of grocery shopping, if time permits, by 
browsing through most aisles.  Elizabeth can be described as an experimental shopper, who 
is willing to try new products.  Although she does compare prices frequently, she is willing 
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to experiment new products, especially items on special, with limited emotional costs 
involved.  For example, even though Elizabeth prefers Vitasoy soymilk over other brands, 
she is willing to trial new brands.  
 
Effects of Real Life Disruptions 
There was no significant event that disrupted Elizabeth’s routines during the interview 
period.  However, Elizabeth accounts not being bothered overtly, especially if not time 
pressed, with changes introduced by Coles when the supermarket reshuffled their aisles 
before.  As means of overcoming disruptions, she goes through each aisle periodically in 
order to cope with aisle rearrangements.  This behavior demonstrates Elizabeth’s 
adaptability to environmental changes and enjoyment in grocery shopping (i.e., experience 
of walking around supermarkets).  Accounts of her response to interview scenarios are 
embedded in the next section.  Key issues to follow highlight Elizabeth’s grocery shopping 
goals, her random grocery shopping patterns, influence of relationships with significant 
others and grocery providers, risk-taking behavior, as well as the role of product 
significance.  
 
Key Issues Arising From Case 2 
Grocery Shopping Goals 
Elizabeth’s grocery shopping behavior is directed by her goals of leading a healthy lifestyle 
and being value-conscious.  Healthy eating dominates her shopping decisions through her 
frequent purchases of salads and soymilk, and her account of reasons for buying breakfast 
cereals containing fruits and nuts.  Although value-saving is an important determinant for 
her, grocery choices are not necessarily the cheapest though they are usually highest returns 
on investments.  This goal justifies why she purchases at local community shops (e.g., 
greengrocer, bakery) from time to time, and buys higher quality pet food (i.e., not home 
brands), which she rationalizes as providing consumption satisfaction for her and her pets.   
 
Type of Grocery Shopper 
According to Kim and Park (1997), Elizabeth can be classified a random shopper, visiting 
grocery stores at irregular intervals, approximately twice to three times weekly. Apart from 
more flexible schedules now than before, her lack of planning also contributes to her 
frequent  grocery store visits, reasoning why her shopping trips are multi-staged (i.e., from 
office to supermarket to home).  She shops in small amounts, encouraging her to return to 
the grocery store often. However, as Elizabeth lives alone, it is also assumed that she visits 
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grocery stores as means of socialization.  She reports having built acquaintance relationships 
with supermarket staff and catches up with friends at Coles.  This explanation possibly 
suggests why she does not mind walking most aisles on most occasions.  To some degree, 
she compares walking through supermarket aisles as an exploration: 
 
Oh, I just tend to walk through. I tend to look at the signage more when I’m in a 
hurry. So, ‘Right, what’s down this aisles again?’, although I must say I know the 
supermarket pretty well. They do occasionally change things around so it still 
requires a little bit of investigation.  (Elizabeth, Session 2) 
 
Despite the randomness, routines are still embedded in Elizabeth’s grocery shopping 
behavior.  Kim and Park (1997) differentiated routine and random shoppers through 
consumers’ shopping trip intervals, however this study also measures routines based on 
temporal (e.g., time) and situational (e.g., place) elements, as well as goals. For example, 
Elizabeth shops when needs arise (i.e., when cupboards are bare), which act as her 
motivating drive/goal, within the same time period (i.e., after work), and at the same 
location (i.e., Coles near home). In fact, although moving twice over the last 30 years, she has 
always reverted back to that supermarket.  This study regards Elizabeth’s behavior as a 
unique case of routinized behavior.  
 
Influence of Relationships, with Significant Others and Providers 
Importance of relationships is also an important determinant of Elizabeth’s shopping 
behavior.  Her account of relational events (e.g., with pets, greengrocer, supermarket staff, 
friends) indicates she keenly appreciates warm relationships with others.  This behavior is 
evident in the way she cares for her pets and how she values relationships built with local 
retailers in her area. Consider Elizabeth’s account in supporting her community:  
 
The shopkeeper deserves my customer, if he or she has looked after me well, all that 
time. And even though it might be just ‘Hello, how are you?’, it is a relationship that 
we’ve developed. … I feel obliged to keeping small businesses afloat when large 
companies like Coles and Woolworths, seem to be taking over everything. I think 
there’s a danger in that. … You’ve seen in some cases, local shopping strips really do 
it hard. … If they started closing down, what are we left with?! We’ll all have to hop 
in the car and go to Chadstone, or go to Coles, for anything. … That will be terrible, 
cause then that’s when we’ll really lose our sense of community. … I know lots of my 
local shop keepers, it’s a pleasure to go shopping with, cause they say ‘Hi’, they point 
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you to the best fruit, or they go and get something from the back for you or … it’s just 
a little more of a community. And I really like that. … If that means to spend a couple 
of cents extra, I’ll spend it if I have to do that, cause not everything is based around 
money.  (Elizabeth, Session 3) 
 
Risk-Taking Behavior 
An attribute that influences Elizabeth’s routine is her risk-taking characteristic.  She looks for 
excitement in her grocery shopping experience through experimental shopping and 
consumption of new products.  This behavior however, does not imply she requires new 
experiences to maintain her stimulation level, as she has been faithful to particular 
products/brands for years (e.g., soymilk, coffee).  She is willing to try new products with 
limited emotional resistance, and reports making unplanned purchases for experimental 
reasons before having a stance on preferences.  This risk-taking behavior in grocery 
shopping is however dependent on levels of product importance for Elizabeth, which is 
discussed subsequently.  
 
Role of Product Significance  
Importance of products also plays a significant role in Elizabeth’s grocery shopping 
behavior.  As highlighted earlier, her risk-taking levels are dependent on product 
importance, where different products have varying levels of meaning and consequence.  
When asked to consider looking for a missing ingredient at a supermarket elsewhere, her 
response depended on product significance.  For instance, Elizabeth would search other 
supermarkets if she cannot find soymilk, which she prefers having with her coffee everyday, 
and passionfruit for her pet bird.  In contrast, she would not seek for products that were less 
significant, such as breakfast cereal, which she does not have often.  
 
Case 2 Summary 
Elizabeth’s grocery shopping goals are described as being health- and value-conscious.   
These goals play a dominant role in influencing her grocery shopping purchases (e.g., 
breakfast cereal), and are evident in her purchases for herself and for others (e.g., pets, 
guests).   Despite her random shopping patterns, routines are still embedded in Elizabeth’s 
behavior, as discussed previously.  Building relationships with significant others and her 
grocery providers, ultimately for long-term purposes (i.e., feeding her pets well to build 
good rapport, or supporting community shops to encourage convenience) are important to 
her.  Although Elizabeth can be described as a relatively high risk-taker, she is only willing 
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to experiment new products that are less significant to her (i.e., low involvement).  Her 
behavioral response towards disruptions with her provider is very dependent on temporal 
pressures, of which she would react positively by visiting each aisle willingly if not pressed 
for time.  Keys issues evolving from Elizabeth’s routines are brought together at a latter 
section.  The following entails Marge’s grocery shopping routines.  Significant issues 
resulting from the case study are also raised. 
 
Case 3: Marge  
 
Three interviews were conducted from mid-March to early-April with Case 3, Marge, 
focusing on her weekly grocery shopping trips at Safeway and other specialty stores, 
including the local butcher, greengrocer, and baker.  As shown in Table 3.4, hosting a guest 
during the interview period and Easter holidays disrupted her regular shopping routines.  
Marge’s demographics, routine context and grocery shopping attitudes are presented in 
subsequent sections. 
 
Demographics  
Marge, aged 45 years is married and is a mother of two teenage sons aged 17 and 20 years. 
She holds a postgraduate degree, but is currently furthering her studies while 
simultaneously working sessionally.  Similar to Elizabeth, Marge engaged in full-time work 
before returning to studies. Owing to work, study, and family commitments, she is left with 
weekends or weekday nights to grocery shop for four people.  Marge is regarded as the 
primary household grocery shopper. Nevertheless, she shares grocery shopping 
responsibilities with her husband, who frequently joins her if he has no sporting 
commitments, with her sons joining her from time to time.  Although Marge and her 
husband are employed, they have a budgeted amount for weekly groceries.  Owning a 
home, they have lower storage costs but higher inventory levels compared to renters.   
 
Grocery Shopping Context 
Marge grocery shops either on Saturday mornings after she drives her sons to sporting 
activities.  If unable to shop on weekends, Marge shops on Thursday or Friday evenings 
following dinner.  Shopping excursions take 60-to-90 minutes with shopping times 
dependent on her sons’ sporting seasons.  Her shopping areas are approximately 7 minutes 
drive from her home, which involves multi-staging at different specialty stores followed by 
major shops at Safeway.  She starts out with visiting the butcher and greengrocer, which are 
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located within a small shopping strip, followed by the baker, and a local supermarket chain, 
Safeway in another shopping zone.  Marge has patronized these specialty stores for the 
previous 18 years while shopping at Safeway for the previous 22 years.  Although Safeway 
underwent store layout changes and refurbishments before, she always returned to the 
familiar offerings of Safeway.  Her shopping trolley usually consists of a week’s grocery, 
with a fill-in trip for milk or deli products at least once a week.  Shopping contents are 
similar week-by-week owing to health conditions she and her eldest son has, which limit 
their food choices.   
 
Grocery Shopping Attitudes  
Although Marge does not prepare a shopping list, she is familiar with groceries she wants to 
buy.  She is described as a well-organized and knowledgeable grocery shopper, who is 
passionate about quality of her food produce, particularly fruits and vegetables.  This is one 
reason why she shops at her favorite greengrocer and butcher, which she claims have better 
quality and tasting products compared to Safeway.  Specific product purchases are essential 
for her family for health-related reasons. Marge does not price-check often, though she tries 
new products on offer occasionally.  A crucial point of consideration in her shopping 
decisions is receiving value for money, involving best quality and quantity for price. She 
frequently supports local made, Australian goods for reasons like price and quality.  Marge 
regards grocery shopping as a utilitarian activity that needs to be completed, but believes it 
should not occupy too much time as there are other better things to do.  She prefers to 
complete shopping activities at Safeway as quick as possible because she dislikes the 
environment, smell, and ambience.  Nevertheless, she enjoys shopping at the greengrocer 
and local butcher because of their friendly and personal service. 
 
Effects of Real Life Disruptions 
Unlike Kelly and Elizabeth, Marge does not respond to disruptions as positively.  She reports 
changing supermarkets, from one Safeway to another, when the previous provider was 
frequently reshuffling aisles and stopped stocking preferred products.  Marge responds 
negatively to disruptions because of her high reliance on routines, which she regards as 
valuable and indispensable.  She regards her routines as solutions to her family’s health 
restrictions (e.g., son’s strict diet) and in achieving goals (i.e., quality food with value).  
Experiencing disruptions would thus result in frustration and displeasure.  Nonetheless, she 
responded positively with disruptions in hosting an additional person in the household for 2 
weeks.  In fact, she changed her shopping routines and purchases just to cater for this guest 
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(e.g., shopping on weekday nights, purchasing groceries not bought usually).  This different 
response could be attributed to the rewarding benefits of being a good host, despite hassle of 
the disruption.  Key issues arising from situation scenarios raised during interviews are 
integrated in the following discussion.  These include the influence of Marge’s idiosyncratic 
nature, her grocery shopping goals, importance of relationships with providers, influence of 
significant others, and risk-taking behavior. 
 
Key Issues Arising From Case 3 
Idiosyncratic Characteristic 
A key characteristic that stands out in Marge’s case is her logical way of thinking and 
shopping.  She can be described as an organized and sensible shopper, who is well informed 
and educated in her shopping decisions.  This behavior is evident through her grocery 
shopping accounts, where she is clear about reasons for her behavior. Consider her 
greengrocer grocery shopping experience, where she describes it from a commonsensical 
point of view. For instance, Marge maneuvers through the store from rear to front, with the 
intentions of finishing her shopping at the cashier.  The sequence of items she puts in her 
shopping trolley is also considered, where she tries to fill it with hard fruits and vegetables 
first before putting in softer ones.  It is assumed owing to prior grocery shopping experiences 
as a mother, as well as family health conditions, Marge is driven to be knowledgeable with 
her purchases so as to ensure her family receives a proper nutritional diet: 
 
But between the requirements that I don’t eat meat, and I’ve got one son who has 
something towards coloring and cannot have milk products, and we’ve got this other 
one who literally won’t eat enough for what he does … most of my shopping is, it’s 
logical, it’s common sense, it’s to be nutritional requirements, it’s to be eating 
requirements, and all that kind of stuff.  (Marge, Session 3) 
 
It is also possible that Marge is well organized in her grocery shopping plans owing to time 
constraints. The multiple roles that she plays, as a mother, wife, student, and worker, forces 
her to be well planned in her activities. Being organized helps her achieve her priorities and 
the more important things in her life. 
 
Grocery Shopping Goals 
Marge’s grocery shopping goals concern quality food, focusing on freshness and flavor, and 
shopping for value for money.  Prior experiences have raised her quality standards for fresh 
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produce.  For instance, owning a vegetable garden that produces fresh fruits deters her from 
compromising other produce with lesser standards.  Her restricted vegetarian diet and 
family health concerns contribute to her loyal patronage to specific grocers, motivating her to 
drive further or pay more for better quality produce.  For this reason, she prefers to support 
Australian-made/grown products, which she claims have better flavor than non-local goods: 
 
I’m vegetarian. I like my fruits and vegetables a lot ... when the differences may be 1 
cents or 2 cents an item, I see nobody eating horrible tasting tomatoes, and oranges 
and apples and everything else for a little bit of effort on my part which is like an 
extra minute and a half driving … that’s important to me. It is also very important to 
me to buy local fruits and vegetables that I like rather buying those brought over from 
overseas with more expensive price[s] … [and have] lost taste or flavor. … I’d have to 
forego the quality when I know they have such great produce here in Australia. Our 
greengrocer is very very good at sourcing the best product there is available. … He 
always gets better oranges, Valencia … much sweeter and juicier. You know if you 
buy a bag of 20 oranges, you would get 20 good oranges. If you go to Safeway … if 
you buy 5 oranges there’s a very good chance that one of them will be rotten and one 
of them will be dry and tasteless. … [Our greengrocer will] always get Tasmanian or 
Victorian apples, which are always crisp and juicy.  … They try to get the freshly, the 
naturally ripened bananas rather than the gassed ones so you’ll get more flavor. 
They’ll get tomatoes which are better flavored.  (Marge, Session 1) 
 
Another of Marge’s goal in grocery shopping is to be value-minded.  This perception is not 
necessarily the cheapest price, but will incorporate best quality and quantity for price.  She 
reasons that shopping for cheaper prices will bring savings, but not consumption satisfaction 
and enjoyment for her family.  This goal is associated closely to her previous goal in paying 
higher prices for fresh and tasty goods by making multiple stops for vegetables, meat, and 
bread rather than a one-stop shop at Safeway.  In addition, working with a weekly shopping 
budget forces her to learn money-saving tactics, creating routines in her shopping patterns 
each week (i.e., buying similar product categories that fit within budget).  
 
Importance of Relationships with Providers 
Marge’s grocery shopping routines are influenced by service quality and established 
relationships.  She does not prefer shopping at large supermarkets, such as Safeway, owing 
to their impersonal service, but also because she enjoys shopping at her local community 
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stores.  For example, despite being repugnant towards the smell of meat, she continues 
shopping at her local butcher because of long-standing relations with the provider: 
 
Buying food from somewhere other than a supermarket is a pleasant experience. I like 
the butcher … I don’t like going to the butchers … I don’t like buying meat, but the 
guy at the butcher is really nice and all, or the whole family is. I love the people at the 
greengrocers. It’s a fun experience. If they’ve got something new, they’ll get you to 
try it. … they’ve got a different fruit they’ve never had before, they’ll slice them up 
and give everybody a taste. If I go to my organic vegetable shop, which is around the 
other corner, there’s always a cup of coffee going, they’ll always smile. You know even 
though I only go there once every 2, 3 or 8 weeks, they always recognize me.  (Marge, 
Session 3) 
 
Influence of Significant Others 
Marge’s family also plays a highly influential role in determining her grocery shopping 
patterns.  As long as her goals are not compromised, most of her shopping contents are 
based on family needs, particularly for her teenagers who have both experienced health 
issues since their development.  It is imperative that she shops for good quality and 
appropriate products otherwise they would fall ill.  Marge’s maternal concerns also shape 
her shopping routines to accommodate her sons’ health requirements and needs too (e.g., 
adapting her shopping contents to their active lifestyle).  She also reports changing her 
shopping patterns based on changing family lifecycle. 
 
Risk-Taking Behavior 
Marge can be described as a low risk-taker, preferring to adopt a precautionary attitude 
towards life.  This proclivity is attributed to family health concerns, encouraging her to adopt 
a cautious attitude about her purchases.  One way to cope with her mindset is by following 
routines that are proven to work.  For example, when asked whether she would try a new 
range of bread elsewhere, her response was tempered. She would play safe by purchasing 
items from the new bread range, and her usual baker.  Marge is also less willing to take 
chances in her grocery shopping because of importance of flavor and quality of food.  Based 
on her high standards and previous experiences, she is not willing to go through the hassle 
of having food in the house that is disliked and discarded, which she regards as a waste of 
money.  Again, this position is related closely to her goal of not buying cheapest prices.  
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Case 3 Summary 
Importance of quality food and value-saving options are two goals that frequently guide 
Marge’s grocery shopping behavior.  These goals are apparent in her choice of shopping 
locations and purchases.  Her particularity for quality food and her sons’ health concerns 
instigate her high routinization in grocery shopping (e.g., similar bread purchases, or 
patronizing same greengrocer for the previous 18 years).  Significance of these issues also 
brings about low risk-taking tendencies, leading to her adoption of cautious attitudes in life, 
and her negative response towards disruptions.  Marge responds negatively towards 
disruptions because of her high dependence on routines, which she regards as utilitarian 
solutions to her family’s health concerns, and in achieving her goals.  Her proclivity in 
patronizing and remaining with grocery providers that provide satisfying quality of service 
also appear to be important routine determinants (e.g., butcher, organic store vs. Safeway).   
Further discussions of key issues arising from Marge’s case, along with other cases are 
elaborated in the subsequent section.  
 
Summary of Main Issues Arising from Cases 
 
Beginning with an overview of the significance of goals in routinized behavior, the following 
discussion highlights the influence of risk-taking attitudes, and issues concerning 
intentionality, the role of significant others, and positive repetitive value from established 
relationships.  Propositions are outlines and the following discussion concludes with a 
review of key findings arising from cases.   
 
Goal-Centeredness  
As displayed in all cases, goals guide grocery shopping behavior.  For example, Kelly’s 
grocery shopping behavior is directed by goals of convenience and economy.  Elizabeth, on 
the other hand, routinizes her grocery shopping based on a healthy lifestyle and being value-
conscious.  The most evident display of goal-directive behavior is apparent in Marge’s 
behavior, which is directed by goals to purchase quality food and of value.  Findings suggest 
that situational and temporal contexts of routines are based on routinization of goals. In 
other words, Kelly shops at locations that provide her convenience (e.g., with lunch 
locations) and savings, which are key shopping goals for her.  Thus, these focal goals are 
considered to be significant determinants of behavioral contexts and behavior itself.  
Consequently, it is proposed that:  
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P1a : Goal-centeredness is associated positively with routine maintenance 
 
Goals are also shaped by demography, including household status, income, and home 
ownership.  For instance, owing to her role as a mother and having responsibilities of caring 
for other family members, Marge aims to provide good quality food to meet her family’s 
health and nutritional requirements.  Her goal of being value-conscious is also influenced by 
income and budget constrains.  Compare this finding with Kelly and Elizabeth, who have 
smaller household sizes and living independently.  They have different pressures of 
ensuring nutritional requirements are met, and hence have different goals.  In addition, 
owing to lower household income, Kelly seeks to save on grocery purchases by shopping for 
cheaper items.  Present results support studies (Bawa & Ghosh, 1999; Putrevu & Lord, 2001) 
suggesting that smaller household sizes do not need to consider the greater and more varied 
needs of larger families.  Different priorities form different types of goals.  Since goals are an 
important element in routine maintenance, the prompting and consequences of goal-driven 
behavior are discussed further under template analysis. 
 
Effects of Risk-Taking Attitudes on Routinized Behaviors 
Another significant finding relates to influence of attitudes on routinized behaviors.  
Attitudes relating to grocery shopping contribute to routine maintenance, which 
corroborates with Blakney and Sekely (1994) suggesting that attitudes towards shopping 
experiences is an important determinant of consumer behavior.  In this study, risk-taking 
attitudes are important shapers of grocery shopping routines.  Findings suggest that low 
risk-takers are more rooted in their routines compared to high risk-takers.  Owing to 
Elizabeth’s higher risk-taking attitudes than Marge, Elizabeth tends to be more experimental 
in her grocery shopping.  In contrast, Marge is more precautious when it comes to 
experimenting and trying new products, for example.  This difference can be attributed to 
Marge’s fear of going through unpleasant health consequences, or wastage of food if she 
does not stick with familiar routines. The multiple roles Marge plays also caution her to be 
wise with her time and efforts, particularly since risk-taking leads to unfamiliar experiences, 
which consequently take up more effort and resources.  Accordingly, it is proposed that:  
 
P1b : Risk-taking attitudes are associated with routinized behavior 
 
It appears that Marge’s increasing preference for familiarity reduces her risk-taking attitudes.  
Marge’s behavior supports Bornstein (1989) that higher risk is involved in ventures into the 
unknown.  Consumer researchers (Howard & Sheth, 1969) have acknowledged the influence 
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of risk-taking attitudes on switching behavior.  Alba and Hutchinson (1987) found that as 
tasks are performed with expertise, smaller cognitive demands are made.  As a result, 
cognitive resources are allocated for other tasks, improving overall performance.  Present 
results also corroborate with investigations (Ajzen, 1987, Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Eagly & 
Chaiken, 1993) on attitudes and behavior, where behavior is linked to attitudes that define 
intentions and goals for enacting behavior.   
 
Further Factors Relating to Grocery Shopping Routines 
 
Case analyses suggest three further factors influencing grocery shopping routines involving 
the intentionality of routines, influence of significant others, and positive repetitive value of 
established relationships.  These three factors are discussed below.  
 
Intentionality of Routines 
Routines are intentional.  According to Ouellette and Wood (1998), intentions are developed 
from beliefs about outcomes of an act, and define favorability of consequences of an act.  
Taking this assertion into consideration, a reason why Elizabeth grocery shops frequently is 
as a means of socializing with others, given that she lives alone.  This reason underlines a 
motivation for her in grocery shopping.  Elizabeth’s behavioral motivations corroborate with 
researchers (Tauber, 1972; Babin, Darden, & Griffin, 1994) that shopping can be used to 
alleviate loneliness, eliminate boredom or escape from everyday life.  Intentions are also 
evident in Marge’s shopping.  As illustrated earlier, she is conscious about reasons in her 
shopping direction at the greengrocer (i.e., to shop towards the cash-out area).  As suggested 
by a number of investigators (Ajzen, 1987, Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Triandis, 1977), reasoning 
of actions outline how responses are guided by conscious intentions, which represent plans 
of action in pursuit of behavioral goals.  Further probing is however needed, begging an 
important question: Are there direct associations between routinized grocery shopping 
intentions and goal-settingness? 
 
Findings on intentionality also demarcate primary differences between routines and habit, of 
which both concepts have been confused frequently and used interchangeably (Aarts & 
Dijksterhuis, 2000a; Knight, 1999).  This study demonstrates that routines are enacted 
automatically and intentionally when common decision problems or environmental 
conditions are encountered.  Current directions suggest that routines differ from habitual 
responses, which are described as automatic acts avoiding costs of thinking and deliberation 
(Triandis, 1980; Beach & Mitchell, 1978; Hogarth, 1987) and are non-volitional and 
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unintentional (Ronis et al., 1989).  Routines, in contrast, are knowledge-oriented, intentional, 
and automatic solutions.  This position confirms Bargh and Barndollar’s (1996) definition of 
routines, which are automated strateg[ies] for dealing with the environment to affect a desired goal 
(p. 461).  This research assumes that grocery shopping routines are synonymous to many 
established behavioral routines in daily life (e.g., driving, exercise) that is both volitional and 
automatic. 
 
Influence of Significant Others  
Significant others play an important role in shaping grocery shopping goals.  Consider 
Marge whose grocery shopping routines are shaped to accommodate her sons’ health 
concerns and requirements.  Similarly, Kelly’s grocery shopping patterns are dependent 
highly on presence of lunch partners, or whether she has meals at home with her housemate 
or partner.  Elizabeth visits the supermarket and greengrocer looking for fruits for her pet 
bird just to keep him happy.  Present results challenge current definitions (Brotherton, 2001) 
that routines are constructed personally and privately and are not prearranged or approved 
by society or others.  As generalizability of findings are questionable, further probing is 
needed, raising a question: If routines are constructed personally, can they be prearranged by 
others? 
 
Positive Repetitive Value of Established Relationships  
Relationships, especially long-standing ones, are also important determinants of routine 
maintenance.  With reference to intentionality of routines, this position is evident when the 
significance of the relationships and their associated benefits are recognized.  For instance, 
both Elizabeth and Marge display high tendencies in routine maintenance when significant 
relationships (e.g., retail providers, family members) are appreciated. Elizabeth values 
relationships developed within her community shops, because she is aware of benefits 
gained from their survival (i.e., wider choices, convenience).  Similarly, Marge regards 
relationships built with her butcher as important because of benefits gained from of having a 
butcher she can rely on for quality meats.  Elizabeth switched coffee providers for another 
that offered her preferred flavors, despite the established relationship with her previous 
provider.  She switched because of benefits realized from the new provider. From this 
perspective, relationships are valued and regarded as important determinants of routine 
continuation when people realize the rewards returned.  This finding supports the position 
that routines are enacted with positive repetitive value.  Results corroborate with research 
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(Colgate & Stewart, 1998; Hocutt, 1998; Patterson & Spreng, 1997) that suggest positive 
relationships between satisfaction and loyalty.   
 
Conclusion of Case Analyses 
 
Table 3.6 summarizes key findings.  In summary, this section presents analyses of 
respondents’ grocery shopping behaviors as a precursor to the development of a model of 
routinization.  A comparison of key elements, important issues, and conclusions between 
cases are made.  Findings demonstrate that consumer routines are goal-centered, which are 
also influenced by risk-taking attitudes.   Intentionality distinguishes routines from other 
repetitive behavioral patterns, including habits.  Role of significant others and repetitive 
value gained from positive relationships are also integral influences in grocery shopping 
routines.  Prior to developing a conceptual model of routinization, results emanating from 
template analyses are discussed.   
 
Table 3.6 Summary of Key Findings Arising from Cases 
Summary of key findings 
Goal-centeredness  
• Goals are an integral element of routinized behavior, providing direction for behavior 
• Both focal and peripheral goals guide behavior 
• There are associations between goal-centeredness and demography, such as household status, income, and 
home ownership 
 
Effects of attitudes on goal-centered routines 
• Risk-taking attitudes shape goal-directed grocery shopping routines, where low risk-takers are more rooted in 
their behavior compared to high risk-takers 
 
Further Factors Relating to Grocery Shopping Routines 
• Routinized behaviors are intentional, demarcating the primary difference between routines and habits, which 
are described as automatic acts that are non-volitional and unintentional 
• Role of significant others is important in routine maintenance, challenging extant definitions that routines are 
constructed personally and privately and are not prearranged or approved by society 
• Positive repetitive value gained from established relationships are important determinants of routine 
maintenance 
 
 
Template Analyses 
 
This section triangulates and builds on case findings, establishing foundations for a model of 
routinization.  As suggested by King (1998), present findings are reported thematically 
around four main themes: goal-centeredness, situational contexts, anticipated temporal 
conditions, and repetitive value.  A supporting theme of grocery shopping routines is also 
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embedded in ensuing discussions, of which a conceptual model of routinization is then 
proposed.   
 
Goal-Centeredness  
 
The following section presents key issues arising from the theme of goal-centeredness.  These 
include distinctions between focal and peripheral goals that drive routines, multi-leveled 
characteristics of goals and behavior, enactment of goals for the purpose of value 
achievement, and suggestions to an extension of the LOV. 
 
Focal and Peripheral Goals Drive Routines 
In line with case study analyses, findings from template analyses demonstrate that goals 
drive grocery shopping routines.  In this study, goals encompass intentional and focal 
reasons behind grocery shopping experiences.  Goals act as key motivating and directing 
factors for behavior and represent purpose searched for behavior.  Both focal and peripheral 
goals are found to shape behavior.  Here, focal goals are defined as primary motivations for 
behavioral performance, in this instance being buying behavior (e.g., shopping for healthy or 
economical groceries for all week meal preparations).  As shown in Table 3.7, peripheral 
goals take place in association with focal goals, which might or might not support facilitation 
of behavioral performance of focal goal (e.g., dropping sons for sporting activities before 
shopping).  Figure 3.3 shows that relationships between focal and peripheral goals are 
mutually exclusive and are not interchangeable. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3.3 Relationships between Focal and Peripheral Goals 
 
Study 1 finds that upon disruptions, repetition of focal goals has higher governance over 
routine perpetuation compared to peripheral goals.  Consider Marge’s behavior, whose focal 
goal of shopping at her greengrocer is for top quality food and value.  She also visits a 
nearby chemist for her sons’ medication (i.e., peripheral goal).  Upon relocation of the 
 
Focal goal 
Peripheral 
goal 
Routinized behavior 
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chemist, she continued shopping at the greengrocer, because her focal goal was still being 
fulfilled:    
 
I was looking for somewhere I could get very good quality fresh food and vegetables … 
and there also used to be a chemist next door some years ago where I could get things 
like children paracetamol without colors because my eldest son reacts to red and 
yellow food dyes. … The chemist closed and opened up in another area. … But we 
continued going to the greengrocers … because they were the best quality fruits and 
vegetables in the area. (Marge, Session 1) 
 
Table 3.7 Definitions of Focal, Peripheral, and Subordinate Goals and Behaviors 
Term Definition Example 
Goal • Focal  • Primary motivations for behavioral 
performance (e.g., buying behavior) 
• Grocery shopping for a 
dinner party 
 • Peripheral  • Motivations that take place in association 
with focal goals, which might or might not 
support facilitation of behavioral 
performance of focal goals.   
• Peripheral goals do not comprise focal goals 
• Going for lunch before 
grocery shopping 
 • Subordinate  • Smaller components of focal goals • Focal goal: Shopping for 
fresh produce 
• Subordinate goals: 
Shopping at greengrocer, 
bakery, and butcher for 
fresh produce 
    
Behavior • Focal  • Behavior associated with attainment of focal 
goals 
 
 • Peripheral  • Behavior associated with attainment of 
peripheral goals 
 
 • Subordinate  • Behavior associated with attainment of 
subordinate goals 
 
 
Alternatively, consider Kelly’s shopping behavior, which is determined by focal goals of 
convenience and economy.  Although Kelly regards grocery shopping as a necessity, her 
decision to grocery shop is dependent on her focal goals of either convenience between lunch 
and shopping locations (i.e., shopping at areas in conjunction with lunch), or for value-
saving reasons.  With the absence of either lunch partners, or motivations to shop for 
economical groceries (e.g., hosting a party), Kelly is not willing to travel to her usual grocery 
shopping areas, but instead settles for a closer supermarket.   
 
This position supports Pieters, Baumgartner, and Allen (1995), claiming that goals influence 
direction of behavior by expressing what people are trying to accomplish, how they are 
planning to attain their goal, and why they are pursuing their choice course of action.  Other 
studies (Aarts & Dijksterhuis, 2000a; Bargh & Barndollar, 1996; Hull, 1931) also support 
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findings on the implication of goals, claiming that repetitive behaviors (e.g., routines, habits) 
are represented as strong associations between goals and actions.  Theories, such as image 
theory (Beach, 1990) also suggest importance of goals as the most fundamental source of 
decision weights.  As goals drive routinized behavior, similar contentions are assumed for 
goals on routinized behavior following disruptions.   
 
Multi-Leveled Characteristics of Goals and Behavior 
Findings indicate that different levels of goals and consequently, behavior exist.  As can be 
seen in Table 3.7, goals are organized hierarchically, in which focal goals are categorized into 
a series of subordinate goals.  While definition of focal goals remains the same as defined in 
previous section (i.e., main motivations for behavioral performance), subordinate goals are 
smaller components, and unlike peripheral goals, constitute focal goals.  Breakdown of goals 
are revealed through respondents’ accounts of shopping behavior, in that multi-level 
characteristics of goals result in different layers of behavior, as purported by Pieters (1993), 
comprising both focal and subordinate behaviors.  While focal behaviors are termed, in this 
study, as behaviors associated with focal goals, subordinate behaviors are those related to 
subordinate goals.  Similarly, behaviors that are linked to attainment of peripheral goals are 
termed peripheral behaviors.  
 
Consider Marge’s grocery shopping goals and behaviors (Figure 3.4).  Marge’s behavior can 
be described as being like the repetitive firing of a shotgun (Pieters, 1993).  Her focal goals 
(i.e., to shop for groceries that are healthy and value-saving) regulate pursuit of subordinate 
goals, which are reflected through her subordinate behaviors.  These subordinate behaviors 
comprise patronizing the greengrocer first, followed by the local butcher, visiting Safeway, 
and finally stopping by at the baker, with each subordinate behavior representing individual 
subordinate goals to be fulfilled.  On a micro level, while at the greengrocer, Marge’s 
subordinate goal prior to leaving for home is to check for fruits and vegetables that need 
replenishment, which denotes a pre-subordinate goal and pre-subordinate behavior 
associated with her subordinate goal of shopping at the greengrocers.  Seemingly, different 
levels of goals bring about diverse levels of behavior and routines. 
 
This position supports Bagozzi (1992), claiming that goals guide plans of action as they 
activate procedural knowledge informing people how to achieve their goals.  According to 
other investigators (Powers, 1973; Pieters & Verplanken, 1991), behavior is analogized as a 
stream, in which end of an operation of behavior flows into the beginning of other 
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operations.  Reaching a subordinate goal is followed by attainment of new subordinate goals, 
or higher level goals.  Identifying behaviors at higher levels instigates smoother perceived 
progression, while the lower the level a goal is identified, the more discrete and separated it 
is perceived.  For this reason, Pieters, Baumgartner, and Allen (1995) suggested that it is 
valuable to consider an entire goal structure in order to gain a more complete understanding 
of consumer behavior.  This analysis of multi-level characteristics of behavior is in line with 
script theory (Schank, 1982), in which scripts are arranged in ordered structures.  Along 
similar lines, Pieters (1993) suggested that behavior structures comprise elements of behavior 
performed by consumers that have sequential and instrumental relations. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NOTE: Subordinate goal/behavior, pre-subordinate goal/behavior, and sub of subordinate goal are also referred to as sub-goal/behavior, pre-
sub-goal/behavior, and sub of sub-goal respectively in this study.  
Figure 3.4 Marge’s Grocery Shopping Goals and Behaviors  
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Enactment of Goals for the Purpose of Value Achievement 
Findings suggest that goals influence direction of behavior by expressing what people try to 
accomplish, how they attain their goals and why they pursue a course of action.  Results also 
connote that goals guide plan of actions for behavioral activation for the purpose of 
achieving values, which was termed by Pieters (1993) as superordinate goals.  According to 
Pieters (1993), behavior comprises three aspects: operation, identification, and motivation 
(Table 3.8).  These behavior structures can be adapted to represent goal structures for 
consumer behavior (i.e., focal, subordinate, superordinate goals), since behavior is guided by 
goals.   
 
Table 3.8 Definition of Aspects of Behavior 
Levels of behavior Definition 
• Motivation • Values that motivate behavior  
• Realization of higher level goals, or superordinate goal 
• Ends, or why of behavior 
  
• Identification • Focal behavior 
• Fulfillment of focal goal for behavioral maintenance 
• What of behavior 
  
• Operation • Observable and non-observable activities engaged in, comprising of means to focal 
behavior 
• Achievement of lower levels goal, or subordinate goal 
• How of behavior 
Adapted from: Pieters (1993, pp. 507-512) 
 
Consider Kelly’s grocery shopping routine and behavioral context through the following 
illustration (Figure 3.5), its framework adapted from the model of behavior structure (Pieters, 
1993).  Kelly’s focal behavior concerns grocery shopping for weekly meals.  Higher level 
goals that direct her behavior are convenience and economy.  These goals regulate pursuit of 
subordinate goals, which are reflected through her lunch arrangements (e.g., subordinate 
goal of having lunch close to shopping location), shopping area selections (e.g., subordinate 
goal of shopping at locations renown for value-saving groceries), and grocery choices (e.g., 
subordinate goal of buying cheaper groceries).  For instance, Kelly frequently purchases 
silver bream, a particular type of fish, owing to cooking familiarity (i.e., cognitive saving 
thus, convenience), and its lower price compared to other fishes (i.e., value saving).   
 
Kelly’s superordinate goal of convenience is motivated by even higher level goals such as to 
impress others by cooking a familiar dish (i.e., frequently buying silver bream), which is 
instrumental in achieving another higher level goal of sense of accomplishment.  These 
higher level goals (e.g., satisfaction, or warm relationship with others) are most basic values 
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helping to define who Kelly thinks she is or wants to be.  Behavior is enacted to achieve 
goals, which are engaged in for the fulfillment of values (e.g., subordinate behavior of 
coinciding lunch with grocery shopping time, which ties in with car pooling with shopping 
partners, is enacted for a higher level goal of convenience, with the ultimate aim of achieving 
warm relationship with others).  Hence, it is proposed that:  
 
P1c : Personal values are associated with goal-centeredness 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3.5 Kelly’s Grocery Shopping Goal Structure 
 
Present findings support literature (Bandura, 1989; Carver & Scheier, 1981), and augment 
views of Gutman (1997) that goals are organized in hierarchies in order to facilitate their 
accomplishment, of which satisfying lower level goals helps achieve higher level goals, 
representing deeper layers of consumer motivation.  This perspective supports studies 
(Carver & Scheier, 1981; Schwartz, 1992), which claim that values are abstract goals or 
enduring motivational concerns for behavioral enactment.  Hence, the concept of values is a 
crucial element in understanding consumer behavior and routines.  However, this finding 
raises the question: What are common values that direct grocery shopping behavior?  
Consistent with the LOV, Table 3.9 presents key personal values significant to Kelly, 
Elizabeth, and Marge.  Four common values are found within each case: warm relationship 
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with others, sense of accomplishment, fun and enjoyment in life, and self-respect.  Study 2 confirms 
the commonality of such values in grocery shopping routines. 
 
Table 3.9 Significant Personal Values in Grocery Shopping Behavior of Cases 
Values Case 1: Kelly Case 2: Elizabeth Case 3: Marge 
• Fun and enjoyment in life •   •  
• Being well respected    
• Warm relationship with others •  •  •  
• Self-fulfillment   •  
• Security    
• Self-respect •  •   
• Sense of belonging    
• Sense of accomplishment •  •  •  
• Excitement  •   
• Others (e.g., Prosociality)  •  •  
NOTE:   denotes presence of personal values.  Blank cells represent absence of personal values. 
 
Extension of List of Values for Grocery Shopping  
In measuring higher level goals or values, this study adopted the LOV (Kahle, 1983; Veroff, 
Douvan, & Kulka, 1981).  Compared to the Rokeach Value Survey (RVS) (Rokeach, 1973; 
Beatty, Kahle, Homer, & Misra, 1985), which comprises both terminal and instrumental 
values, LOV only includes terminal values.  Despite the relevance of terminal values in 
consumer behavior (Howard, 1977; Pitts, Wong, & Whalen, 1991) and to life major roles (e.g., 
work, grocery shopping) (Kahle, Beatty, & Homer, 1986), present results suggest that values 
in this framework are self-centered and individually-oriented.  Table 3.10 demonstrates how 
LOV, comprising nine values, corresponds with Schwartz and Bilsky’s (1987) framework, 
demonstrating that LOV items either serve individual or mixed interests. 
 
Table 3.10 LOV Items in terms of Motivational Domains 
Motivational domain LOV item Interest served 
• Self-direction • Self-respect; self-fulfillment  • Individual 
• Achievement • Accomplishment; well-respected • Individual 
• Enjoyment • Fun and enjoyment; excitement; warm relationships • Individual 
• Maturity • Belonging; warm relationships • Mixed 
• Security • Security • Mixed 
Source: Kamakura and Novak (1992, p. 121) 
 
Although LOV items account for external locus of control (e.g., warm relationship with 
others), current values do not measure prosocial values, one of the motivational domains 
under RVS, that expresses concern for the welfare of others (e.g., equality, helpfulness, 
loving) (Kamakura & Novak, 1992).  According to Eisenberg and Mussen (1989), prosocial 
behavior refers to voluntary actions that are intended to help or benefit another individual or group 
of individuals (p. 3).  This definition relates to consequences of actions rather than motivation 
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behind those actions.  Findings connote that prosocial values are found to be significant in 
grocery shopping behavior.  Differences exist between forging warm relationships with 
others for personal benefits (e.g., having someone to rely on in the future) versus building 
warm relationships with others for the benefit of others (e.g., visiting a Thai restaurant 
because lunch partners enjoy Thai cuisine).  Current findings indicate that significant others 
and their effects on behavior are influential in defining Marge’s and Elizabeth’s grocery 
shopping routines.  Marge’s routines are shaped by needs and demands of her family, 
particularly her sons.  For the benefit of her family, particularly her sons, Marge prefers 
shopping from specialist stores because of their fresher and quality produce.  She shops with 
sensitivity in ensuring that her sons receive their nutritional requirements: 
 
It matters to me that [my family has] … things that are good for them. … My 
husband and I had always a vegetable garden of our own. … When you can go into 
your own garden and pluck fresh apples of the tree and then taste something a little 
bit less from somewhere else … you just don’t want to have to put up with [anything 
less]. … It’s also … because both of my kids have had health issues as they were 
growing up, it’s been a point to me to have best quality that I can get. (Marge, 
Session 1) 
 
Elizabeth’s grocery shopping routines are also influenced by arrival of her friends, whom she 
occasionally hosts.  Her major grocery purchases are prompted usually by these arrivals, and 
for her pets, both representing incentives for positive reward of behavior (i.e., well respected, 
to please others, to build good ties with others): 
 
[Feeding my pets] is something that actually prompts me to go out there. … I 
wouldn’t say most [of my shopping revolves around my pets], but … it’s important to 
me for the bird because I feel for him, his plight in life, kept and born in captivity or 
something. So it’s important for me, because I care about him and I want him to enjoy 
his life, in that respect, compromised by human dimension. … If there’s such a thing 
as rapport between a bird and a human, yeah, we’ve got that. … [My cat has] 
coughed up 16 years of her life, so she’s very important in my life. … I mean, it costs 
so little to keep them happy in that sort of sense. (Elizabeth, Session 1) 
 
Although the generalizability of this additional item is open to debate, findings suggest that 
prosocial values are significant in grocery shopping behavior.  This finding contrasts with 
Beatty and colleagues (1985), who suggested that primarily person-oriented values are of 
 94 
greater relevance in consumer behavior-context.  Current directions also challenge existing 
definitions of consumer routines (Brotherton, 2001), suggesting that routines are constructed 
personally and privately, rather than being prearranged or approved by others.  
Notwithstanding, further inquiries are needed before an extension to LOV is made, as 
present results might be influenced by sample selection (i.e., three participants from 
relatively homogeneous backgrounds).  This issue is discussed further under the section on 
study limitations.     
 
Situational Contexts 
 
The following section presents key issues arising from the theme of situational contexts.  
Before key findings are discussed, situational contexts and anticipated temporal conditions are 
defined to clarify distinctions between the concepts.  Discussion of the supporting role of 
situational contexts for routine maintenance and associations with goal-centeredness follows.  
 
Definitional Ambiguity between Situational Contexts and Anticipated Temporal 
Conditions 
Routines function within situational and temporal domains that are conducive for 
routinization.  However, findings reveal the importance of having clear definitions of 
situational contexts and anticipated temporal conditions, since temporal conditions also define 
succession (e.g., order) of activities in situations.  For example, shopping on Saturday defines 
time of behavioral occurrence but also the operational situation for routinized behavior to 
take place.  Hence, sound operationalization of these two concepts is necessary (Table 3.11).   
 
In this thesis, situational contexts include immediate (e.g., grocery shopping from a local 
butcher that opens until noon) and non-immediate (e.g., grocery shopping needs are 
dependent on weekly meals) conditions supporting grocery shopping experiences.  With 
reference to Belk (1975), situational characteristics include environmental (i.e., physical), 
social, and antecedent conditions for behavioral performance.  Situational examples include 
furniture and product arrangements, marketing cues, and shopping partners.  In contrast, 
anticipated temporal conditions concern time constraints and management supporting grocery 
shopping experiences.  Literature (Davies & Madran, 1997; Chetthamrongchai & Davies, 
2000) indicates that temporal perspectives on time can be multidimensional.  In this study, 
temporal descriptions incorporate time of day, time duration, time construction, and 
intertemporal choice according to temporal availability.  
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Table 3.11 Definition of Situational Contexts and Anticipated Temporal Conditions  
Term Definition Example 
• Situational 
contexts 
• Immediate and non-immediate circumstances 
supporting grocery shopping experiences 
• Environmental, social, and antecedent conditions for 
behavioral performance 
• Immediate conditions: 
Patronizing a usual grocer for 
fresh produce 
• Non-immediate conditions: 
No dinner with household 
members thus, no need to 
grocery shop  
• Environmental: Furniture and 
product arrangements, 
marketing cues 
• Social: Shopping partners 
• Antecedent: Cash on hand, 
mood 
   
• Anticipated 
temporal 
conditions 
• Time constraints and management supporting grocery 
shopping experiences  
• Includes time of day, time duration, time construction, 
and intertemporal choice according to temporal 
availability  
• Time of day: Saturday 
morning 
• Time duration: 1-hour 
• Time construction: Lunch 
followed by shopping  
• Intertemporal choice: Activity 
choices that take up time, 
including work, household 
chores, leisure 
 
Situational changes are found to affect temporal conditions.  For instance, Marge has had to 
shop on days outside of her usual grocery shopping Saturday mornings, since the family was 
planning a weekend away.  The outing disrupted situational contexts, in which Marge had to 
consequently adjust temporal conditions to fit the new situation, and vice versa.  This 
position supports current understanding that time dimensions work along situational 
continuums.  Extant literature (Bourgeois, Haines, & Sommers, 1987; Belk, 1975; Kakkar & 
Lutz, 1975) debates what is meant by situation.  For example, Belk (1975) defined consumer 
situation as all those factors particular to a time and place of observation … which have a 
demonstrable and systematic effect on current behavior (p. 158).  Brotherton (2001) incorporated 
concepts of time pressure and situational stability as situational variables.  Barker (1968) 
argued that a behavioral setting is not only bounded in time and space, but also involves 
complete sequences of behaviors.  Current findings align with Fraise (1984), suggesting that 
time can be considered from either a perspective of duration (i.e., clock time) or succession 
(i.e., series of events).  Understanding distinctions between these concepts is critical 
particularly when formulating a proposed routinization model.  
 
Supporting Role of Situational Contexts in Routine Maintenance 
Findings demonstrate that routinized behaviors occur within situational dimensions (Figure 
3.6).  When new situational contexts cater for behavioral enactment, both situational stability 
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and instability can activate routinized behaviors.  Table 3.12 defines situational contexts 
supporting Kelly, Elizabeth, and Marge’s routinized grocery shopping behaviors.  Consider 
the situational contexts supporting Marge’s routines.  Marge grocery shops immediately 
after driving her sons to their respective sporting activities.  When her husband accompanies 
her, they both share shopping responsibilities visiting multiple specialty stores.  Shopping 
contents are dependent on groceries requiring replenishment, as well as meal companions at 
home during the week.  When Marge arranged a day trip with her family and guest, she was 
confronted with a change in situation and could not shop on Saturday morning.  
Nonetheless, she followed similar routines (i.e., car parking, driving route, shopping 
patterns) when shopping on Friday night instead:  
 
After dinner … we [drove] to … the [same] supermarket in Eltham. … My husband 
was driving, so he did actually turn up the road … he normally turns up to get into 
the car park … We parked at the same area. … Our bakery actually … stays open till 
7pm most nights, and till 9pm on Friday night. … We missed the green grocer this 
week. … [My husband] went to the bakery, and then he met me up at the 
supermarket. We always start at the same end, not because we want to start there, but 
it means we finish in the frozen goods aisles. … Regardless of where we shop, we 
always start at the opposite end to the frozen goods aisles. (Marge, Session 2) 
 
Table 3.12 Factors Contributing to Situational Contexts of Cases  
Factors Case 1: Kelly Case 2: Elizabeth Case 3: Marge 
• Immediate 
conditions  
• Coincides with lunch 
• Carpools with lunch/ 
shopping partners 
• Visits specialty stores 
beginning with seafood  
• Shopping area is 15-to-30 
minutes drive from home 
• Multi-staged in the 
afternoon or late evening 
after university or work  
• Primarily visits a regular 
supermarket, with 
intermittent visits to 
specialty stores  
• Drives to shopping area 
when multi-staged, 
otherwise respondent will 
walk from home 
• Shopping area is 3 
minutes drive from home 
• Performed after dropping 
her sons for sporting 
practices 
• Shops with the company 
of her husband 
• Shops at specialty stores 
and a local supermarket 
• Shopping area is 7 
minutes drive from home 
    
• Non-
immediate 
conditions  
• Grocery shopping needs 
are dependent on her 
weekly meals with others  
• Other activities usually 
follow shopping chores, 
such as retail shopping or 
studies 
• Grocery shopping needs 
are dependent on 
replenishment of groceries 
and pet food, and arrival 
of guests for meals or 
sleep over 
• Heads home after grocery 
shopping activities with 
no fixed activities 
• Grocery shopping needs 
are dependent on meals 
with family and 
replenishment of groceries  
• Other activities ensue 
shopping chores, 
including house chores 
and sons’ sporting 
activities 
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Figure 3.6 Supporting Role of Situational Context in Routine Maintenance  
 
Marge’s routinized behavior persisted because the new situation was sufficiently conducive 
(i.e., Safeway & bakery was still open) for routine perpetuation.  Alternatively, consider the 
factors contributing to Kelly’s routinized situational contexts (Table 3.12), in which presence 
of lunch and shopping partners support continuity of Kelly’s routines.  She organizes lunch 
before grocery shopping activities, which begins at a seafood store. Shopping contents are 
dependent on whom she has meals with during the week.  Although Kelly frequents one of 
two of her primary shopping areas more often, she adopts similar shopping routines at both 
locations (i.e., lunch with company; locating strategic parking location between lunch and 
shopping areas; begin with seafood purchase; purchase similar grocery types).  However, 
without the presence of shopping partners and food, which causes situational instability, 
Kelly changes her routine from shopping at her primary shopping areas to a closer provider 
to home.  Kelly’s routines do not actualize when there is insufficient stimulation in the new 
situational contexts catering for enactment of behavior.  Consequently, it is proposed that: 
 
P2a : Situational contexts are associated positively with routine maintenance 
 
Findings in line with Kesting (2005) who suggested that representation of knowledge of 
environments must be valid for routines to function.  These patterns are consistent with 
fundamentals of script theory (Schank & Abelson, 1977; Schank, 1982), where scripts 
represent procedural knowledge … of how events are supposed to occur (Shoemaker, 1996, p. 43).  
Scripts are related closely to episodic memory (Tulving, 1972; Puto, 1985), in which 
activation occurs automatically when encountering a particular situational context.  That is, 
when visiting a restaurant, a restaurant script is activated and consequently, begins to guide 
behavior (e.g., enter, go to table, read menu, order) (Bozinoff & Roth, 1983).  Results are 
associated with framing effects, in which choices made are determined by how situations are 
framed (Tversky & Kahneman, 1981; Frisch, 1993).  
Routinization 
T1 T2 Tn Time 
Situational contexts Situational contexts Situational contexts 
Routinized 
behavior 
Routinized 
behavior 
Routinized 
behavior 
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As well, this research concurs with studies (Brotherton, 2001; Knight, 1999; Harms, 2003; 
Dewey, 1988; Triandis, 1977; Munier & Wang, 2005) that stability supports routine 
performance.  Marge switched from one grocery provider to another owing to instability of 
shopping environments: 
 
The Eltham [supermarket] … which we normally go to … they’ve always had all the 
products that I’ve liked. They rearranged everything in the last 6 months. … Having 
the shelves constantly rearranged … so that we are taken on a hunt through the 
supermarket annoys me. Deciding which products that they will drop products, 
because they’re obviously not profitable enough, annoys me … Every time we went in 
there, one of the aisles was … under complete renovation and … everything had been 
moved to adjust for the renovation. So that sort of, for a 6 months period, made it a 
little bit more difficult to actually shop there. (Marge, Session 1) 
 
Given the bifurcate view of situational stability and instability in routine maintenance, 
findings beg a question: Is there a threshold limit for situational instability before routine 
deviation occurs?  Furthermore, questions are raised about situational relevance in new 
conditions, which to current understanding is associated with similarity and stability of 
situational contexts.  Further studies should investigate these issues.  
 
Associations between Situational Contexts and Goal-Centeredness 
Findings suggest that upon disruptions, consequential behavior is influenced by subordinate 
goals relating to the new situational contexts, suggesting correlations between goals and 
situation.  For example, when Marge was asked whether she would approach a staff to assist 
locating groceries that she could not locate by herself (i.e., either stocked out or overlooked 
by accident), Marge’s response was dependent on the situation.  That is, whether an older or 
younger staff is available and in sight.  Consider her response:  
 
I have to confess, a touch of bias here. … If … I can see a younger staff member, I 
would go and find a substitute, cause I’ll know there are other things I can use. … If I 
see somebody a little bit older, say maybe, the supervisor for that particular section, I 
would definitely go and ask to find whether it’s out of stock or they’ve moved it. So I 
would actually … adjust my behavior. … Also unless you’ve got older staff, you find 
all the younger staff are not particularly knowledgeable about food. If it was an older 
staff, you could go up and ask them, and they’ll talk to you and they’ll say ‘Oh look, 
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we’re out of stock but I know you can use such and such’ or ‘Have you considered …’ 
or ‘I know we’ve got a new …’. (Marge, Session 2) 
 
Subordinate goals to either look for a substitute when younger staff are present, or approach 
older staff to inquire about item affects the immediate situation for behavioral enactment.  It 
is thus proposed that: 
 
P2b : Goal-centeredness is associated with situational contexts 
 
On top of disruptions to immediate situational contexts, results reveal that non-immediate 
situational disruption also influence consequential behavior. Taking Marge as an example 
again, Marge altered her Saturday morning route by first visiting the pet store for dog food 
prior to grocery shopping.  She needed to search for an alternative pet food owing to a non-
immediate situational effect:  
 
[My husband and I] actually … stopped off … at the pet supply company … The 
dog’s a bit overweight at the moment so we needed to … change the products we were 
getting her, mainly because we’ve not had quite enough time to get her out for her 
walks. She needs an hour’s walk everyday. She’s getting a little bit porky so she’s got 
to have less fattening food. (Marge, Session 3) 
 
Owing to changes in Marge’s working schedules, she had less available time for walking her 
dog, contributing to her dog’s weight gain.  Consequently, Marge changed her dog’s diet, 
heralding changes in her Saturday morning routines.   
 
The contention that situations work in conjunction with goals is related to script theory 
(Schank & Abelson, 1977), contending that people do not enter situations unprepared 
completely.  Instead, goals direct plans of action, which consequently define situational 
scripts for enactment.  According to Shiffrin and Dumais (1981), goals develop automatic 
associations over time with features related to such situations, thus activating respective 
behaviors for related situations.  Bargh and colleagues (2001) found that goal representation 
and resultant behavior are interactional, where nonconsciously activated goals … guide action, 
enabling adaptation to ongoing situational demands (p. 1014).   However, it is uncertain if 
situational disruptions impact higher level goals in similar ways as lower level goals, 
begging the question: Do disruptions change focal-goals?   This question is explored in Study 
2.   
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Anticipated Temporal Conditions 
 
Significant issues arising from anticipated temporal conditions are discussed below.  The 
following section discusses the supporting role of temporal constraints on routinization, 
including effects of time poverty on routinization.  Discussion also includes associations 
between temporal conditions, goals, and behavior.  
 
Supporting Role of Anticipated Temporal Conditions in Routine Maintenance 
Routines occur within temporal dimensions.  Table 3.13 lists the factors contributing to each 
case’s grocery shopping temporal conditions.  Although studies (Brotherton, 2001) provide 
foundational understanding of the impact of antecedents of time pressures on routinization, 
present findings provide an alternative view suggesting that both temporal poverty and 
surplus can instigate routines.  This suggestion is based on the concept of temporal 
structuring (Orlikowski & Yates, 2002), a process used to orient and coordinate ongoing 
activities.  Consumer routines work in tandem with temporal structures.  As seen in Figure 
3.7, given that activities are structured temporally, encountering relevant temporal 
conditions will routinely prompt behavioral enactment.   
 
Table 3.13 Factors Contributing to Temporal Conditions of Cases  
Factor Case 1: Kelly Case 2: Elizabeth Case 3: Marge 
• Time of day • Saturday mornings/ 
afternoons 
• Late evenings on 
weekdays following 
university or work, or 
late afternoons on 
weekends  
• Saturday mornings  
 
    
• Time duration  • 30-to-40 minutes, usually 
eager to finish shopping 
quickly 
• 45-to-60 minutes, taking 
own time to complete 
shopping tasks 
• 60-to-90 minutes, with 
intentions of a quick 
finish 
    
• Time 
construction 
• Lunch precedes shopping 
activities 
• Shopping time pressures 
vary depending on after-
shopping activities 
• Usually multi-staged 
after university or work  
• Given no fixed after-
shopping activities, 
respondent is seldom 
pressed for time to 
complete shopping 
• Responsibilities to drop 
sons for sporting 
practices precede 
shopping 
• After-shopping activities 
include housework and 
attending sons’ sporting 
activities 
    
• Intertemporal 
choice 
• Follows a routinized 
schedule allocated for 
work, leisure, and 
shopping 
• Lives on ad hoc time 
schedule based on 
personal convenience 
• Follows strict schedules 
owing to multiple 
responsibilities as 
mother, wife, student, 
employee 
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Figure 3.7 Supporting Role of Anticipated Temporal Conditions in Routine Maintenance 
 
Significance of temporal structures in routine maintenance is based on how consumers 
allocate their time for grocery shopping (e.g., Saturday morning) despite having spare time 
on other days.  With the exception of Elizabeth, who shops on random days, both Marge and 
Kelly prefer shopping on Saturday mornings and afternoons, respectively.  Relevant grocery 
shopping scripts take effect at these times.  Consider as an example, the temporal aspects of 
Kelly’s grocery shopping activities:  
 
[Grocery shopping activities] was just Saturday … about 12.30 p.m. … That’s about 
the usual time … because we go and have breakfast and lunch … or brunch and then 
just do our grocery shopping. (Kelly, Session 1) 
 
Consequently, it is proposed that: 
 
P3a : Anticipated temporal conditions are associated positively with routine maintenance 
 
Present results support studies (East, Lomax, & Willson, 1991; Uncles, 1985; Kahn & 
Schmittlein, 1989) demonstrating that shoppers hold loyalties to particular shopping days.  
Findings also support current literature on time windows and time budgets (Schwanen & 
Dijst, 2003), in which people limit amount of time available for activities.  Researchers (Bhat, 
2001; Kasturirangan, Pendyala, & Koppelman, 2002) have indicated that as people spend 
more time on fixed activities such as work, they tend to allocate less time for other more 
flexible activities, such as shopping episodes.   
 
Associations between Anticipated Temporal Conditions and Goal-Centeredness 
In addition to effects of temporal constructions, this study finds that routine maintenance is 
dependent on the negotiability of time constraints and associated goals.  Respondents were 
presented with two scenarios comparing between buying bread from a usual baker, followed 
T1 
Tn 
Time
Routinization 
Anticipated 
temporal 
conditions 
Routinized 
behavior 
Anticipated 
temporal 
conditions 
Temporal 
structures 
Routinized 
behavior 
Temporal 
structures 
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by shopping at the supermarket for other products, or changing one’s routine by making a 
one-stop shop for bread and other groceries from the supermarket.  Despite being time 
pressed, Elizabeth reported maintaining shopping routines of purchasing bread from the 
local baker rather than a one-stop shop given the negotiable time constraints.  Similarly, 
Kelly patterned a comparable scenario, in which she reports patronizing a usual pharmacy 
rather than a one-stop shop at the supermarket, despite being under time pressure:   
 
It’s where I’m sure I can get what I want, and … it fits all my criteria and it’s where 
I’m very familiar with. Well, with more time constraint, … you don’t want to be late 
… but … I can walk a bit faster to get there … I won’t mind doing that and … yeah 
come back. (Kelly, Session 3) 
 
Findings demonstrate otherwise when respondents are faced with non-negotiable time 
constraints, resulting in goal changes.  For example, Elizabeth’s in-store routines involve 
walking through most aisles on most occasions, including fill-in trips.  When faced with non-
negotiable time pressures, Elizabeth reports changing her routine by visiting selected aisles 
only:  
 
[If not as time pressed] I’ll see what else is around first that might be better. So I 
might walk around … to the freezer section, maybe … I could get something there, 
like a quiche or something, or the deli. … Yes, and the frozen, the yoghurts, the ice 
cream or something like that. … I might go ‘What can I get? What can I get?’ … [In 
contrast], if it was 4 o’clock and [my guests] are due at 5-5.30pm, … I’ll be in panic 
mode and I’ve made up my mind what I wanted, so I won’t be dilly-dallying. I’d make 
a snap decision and I’ll go in … get it and go home straight away. (Elizabeth, 
Session 2) 
 
This behavior suggests that time pressure is only a contributing factor in upholding routines.  
Decision to routinize or alter behavior is dependent on how time pressed individuals are 
along with their motivations and goals for behavior.  On the one hand, if one’s goal is to get 
home as quickly as possible, regardless of time pressure, other needs (e.g., ensuring that the 
most appropriate dish is found) are devalued.  On the other hand, when schedule and 
punctuality can be compromised despite time pressure, other needs are prioritized.  
Subsequently, it is proposed that:  
 
P3b : Goal-centeredness is associated with anticipated temporal conditions 
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Supporting research (Lavin, 1993; Dellaert et al., 1998), findings show that perceived time 
pressures affect concerns about shopping efficiencies.  With reference to decision-making 
literature (Wright, 1974; Edland & Svenson, 1993; Hahn et al., 1992; Engel et al., 1995), time 
pressed individuals often react by processing information and making purchase decisions 
more rapidly.  Consumers tend to rely on existing knowledge, past experience, and non-
analytic strategies, such as routines, in making decisions, rather than collecting additional 
information (Beach & Mitchell, 1978).  As postulated by Lakshmi-Ratan and Iyer (1988), time 
pressure aids in retrieval of scripts from memory placing greater reliance on internal 
memory, rather than external memory.  Notwithstanding, present findings raise two 
important questions: Are there different behavioral responses associated with different levels 
of time pressure?  Study 2 examines this question.  
 
Repetitive Value 
 
This section discusses key issues arising from the theme of repetitive value.  Discussion begins 
by operationalizing repetitive value, which was found to overlap in light of goal-centeredness.  
What follows are discussions on the functional role of repetitive value on routines, 
associations between the construct and other model components (e.g., goal-centeredness, 
situational contexts, anticipated temporal conditions), and a typology of repetitive values, 
including a list of common repetitive values emanating from cases.  The ensuing discussion 
ends by distinguishing intentional repetitive values from non-intentional ones.   
 
Definitional Ambiguity between Repetitive Value and Goal-Centeredness 
Routines are intentional and enacted for positive repetitive value.  Distinctness between 
repetitive value and goal-centeredness is unclear, since routinized behavior is driven by goals 
that support their attainment.  However, routine performance is also supported by the 
functional utility of its repetition.  In other words, consumer routinize for utilitarian reasons 
(e.g., satisfaction, convenience), and for achieving goals that drive routines (e.g., quality food 
for family wellbeing).  For example, Marge shops for fruits and vegetables from the 
greengrocer rather than Safeway owing to reasons of familiarity with the provider (i.e., 
repetitive value), as well as goal achievement of eating good quality produce (i.e., goal-
centeredness).  Owing to this overlap, distinctions between the two concepts is delineated 
(Table 3.14). 
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Table 3.14 Definitions of Repetitive Value and Goal-Centeredness 
Term Definition Example 
• Repetitive 
value  
• Reasons supporting repetition of method and context  
• Represents benefits for repetition, assisting in efficient 
facilitation of resources for performance of activity 
• Method: Returning to a usual 
grocer owing to familiarity 
• Context: Frequently visiting a 
greengrocer owing to 
familiarity 
• Example: Convenience, 
satisfaction, familiarity, 
expertise 
   
• Goal-
centeredness 
• Intentional and focal reasons behind behavior 
• Motivates and directs behavior,  representing purpose 
searched for 
• Comprises focal and peripheral goals and are multi-
leveled 
• Example: Grocery shopping 
for upcoming party, value-
saving purchases, or 
fulfillment of personal values  
 
On one hand, repetitive value encompasses reasons supporting repetition of method (e.g., 
grocery shopping after dropping children for sports owing to convenience) and context (e.g., 
visiting the greengrocer owing to familiarity) of grocery shopping experiences.  Repetitive 
value represents benefits for which consumers repeat, and assist in efficient facilitation of 
resources for performance of activity (Knight, 1999).  On the other hand, as found in this 
study, goal-centeredness includes intentional and focal reasons behind grocery shopping 
experiences.  Goals motivate and direct behavior and represent purpose searched for 
behavior.   They comprise focal and peripheral goals, and are multi-level in nature.  In 
general, routines are enacted owing to benefits reaped from repetition and for goal-achieving 
purposes.  Table 3.15 shows questions to help differentiate the two types of motivations for 
repetitive behavior.   
 
Table 3.15 Example of Questions Asked Delineating between Repetitive Value and Goal-
Centeredness 
Term Meaning Question(s) 
• Repetitive 
value 
• Reasons for repetition • What encourages you to follow this routine? 
• Why do you repeatedly keep this routine? 
   
• Goal-
centeredness 
• Motivations for behavior • What drives your behavior/purchase? 
• What do you sought for in this behavior/purchase? 
• Responds to higher level values (e.g., LOV) 
 
Functional Role of Repetitive Value in Routine Maintenance  
A key feature of routines is its repetitive nature.  Figure 3.8 illustrates the role of repetitive 
value in the process of routinization.  Upon encountering recurring situational and temporal 
conditions, routines are enacted for instrumental values, such as convenience and structure 
(Knight, 1999; Berkman, Lindquist, & Sirgy, 1996).  The concept of repetitive value suggests 
that routinized consumer behavior is intentional and reason-based.  For example, Kelly has 
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the tendency to shop for seafood, particularly for fish before other groceries.  She reasons this 
behavior to familiarity, which on the long-run, saves on cognitive effort and consequently, 
speedier completion of shopping task.  Also, she purchases her favorite fish weekly because 
she is stimulated sufficiently by her decision, which lowers boredom levels and thus, reduces 
variety-seeking behavior.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3.8 Facilitating Role of Repetitive Value in Routine Maintenance 
 
Similar contentions about repetitive value are reported in Elizabeth’s behavior.  Although 
Elizabeth does not shop as consistently as Marge or Kelly, her proclivity to shop after work 
or university is for the expressed purpose of convenience (i.e., multi-staging on the way 
home rather than leaving home for the sole purpose of shopping).  Owing to issues of 
familiarity and expertise, Elizabeth also reasons preferring shopping at her usual 
supermarket closer to home, rather than shopping at one nearer to university:  
 
I’d actually prefer to do it on the way home and then things aren’t sitting in the car 
all day. … It takes me longer [to shop at the supermarket close to university] because 
I’m not used to where things are. … Familiarity … if I’m in a hurry, it’s a real issue, 
you know, cause often I’ve dropped into a supermarket to get something, and it has 
taken me so long to find things. And often they don’t have the brands that they use to. 
So it becomes a pain. Wish I would have just gone to my usual one. (Elizabeth, 
Session 2) 
 
Based on Kelly and Elizabeth’s reports, findings provide support that routines avoid, though 
not necessarily discourage, new learning efforts.  Routines are performed when they provide 
value for repetition, as they serve to incorporate and facilitate other activities with grocery 
shopping activities.  For example, Marge reports adopting routines for utilitarian purposes 
that assist her in activities of daily living: 
 
Situational and/or 
temporal conditions 
Repetitive 
value 
Routinized 
behavior 
Situational and/or 
temporal conditions 
Repetitive 
value 
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behavior 
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The necessities in life are handled by routines that happen at the time they are suppose 
to happen so that things that are needed for basic quality of life will happen. … I think 
not having routine is inefficient, and waste [of] time. … There are so many other 
things I want to do that I shop to a routine to get it over and done with. (Marge, 
Session 3) 
 
Results suggest that repetitive value is ascertained through a degree of cost-benefit analysis, 
which leads to consistent repetition of behavior.  As a case in point, Marge reports 
maintaining her routines, where she shops for bread from a usual baker followed by the 
supermarket, even when time pressed.  Findings show that routines reduce uncertainties:  
 
I’ve got the routine down so organized, it’s now so habitual, … I know exactly what 
I’m getting, I know exactly the amount of time it takes, and I don’t have to account 
for any variation. … If you actually don’t go through the routine, you actually add 
more time, because you’re immediately adding an area of uncertainly or lack of 
knowledge, so I’ll have to go hunting for something … whereas I if I go to the bakers, 
I don’t have to spend time reading the labels. … I’ll know exactly what I’m getting 
and I’ll order it.  (Marge, Session 3) 
   
Consequently, it is proposed that: 
 
P4a : Repetitive value is associated positively with routine maintenance 
 
Current results from template analyses accord with case findings that relational benefits 
between shopper and provider influence intensity of routine perpetuation.  Along similar 
lines, Knight (1999) found that habitual consumption is characterized by repetitive utility, 
which is based on cost/benefit analyses of expected outcomes.  The notion of repetitive value 
is also consistent with utility theory, stating that individuals choose the most profitable 
option against a set of alternatives (Von Winterfield & Edwards, 1986; Betsch et al., 2002).  
Becker and Knudsen (2005) found that routines reduce uncertainty in decision making.  The 
researchers also pointed out that individuals will increase information flow of external 
environments (i.e., learning about unfamiliar products) if uncertainties are less demanding.  
In general, routines play an instrumental role.  They facilitate daily living by economizing 
cognitive resources and regulating information-processing and decision-making capacities 
(Munier & Wang, 2005; Egidi, 1996; Zellmer-Bruhn, 1999).   
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Associations between Repetitive Value and Other Model Components  
As shown in Figure 3.8, situational (e.g., purchasing fruits from a usual retailer) and 
temporal (e.g., shopping on Saturday mornings) conditions are routinized owing to 
repetitive value.  The instrumentality of shopping at designated situations and times 
characterizes decisions as being premeditative and one that reinforces choice and behavior 
over time.  For instance, when Saturday mornings arrive, Marge’s grocery shopping scripts 
take effect owing to instrumentality of repetitive performance: 
 
The greengrocer … and the butcher will be closed before I get there on the week 
nights. So that’s why Saturday mornings … It’s usually first thing in the morning 
[because less people, best pick of the quality].  … As a working mother … and still do 
house work, washing, making of beds, and do the shopping … if I can avoid having to 
go out on a Sunday, I would because I’m out so much of the week. (Marge, Session 
1) 
 
It is thus proposed that: 
 
P4b : Goal-centeredness is associated with repetitive value 
   
P4c : Repetitive value is associated with situational contexts 
   
P4d : Repetitive value is associated with anticipated temporal conditions 
 
With reference to Guiltinan and Monroe (1980), associating temporal and situational 
perspectives to shopping routines are regarded as shopping strategies.  These strategies 
reflect motives and decision processes governing shopping behavior, and are developed over 
time, reflecting general procedures for adoption.  East, Lomax, Willson, and Harris (1994) 
found that people shop at particular times for logical reasons, such as shopping on non-
working days or when money is received. This supposition supports that routinized 
consumer behaviors are not mechanical and unintentional, but are processed actively and 
objectively.  Nonetheless, findings are based on grocery shopping behavior, and the 
generalizability of findings requires further investigation.  
 
List of Common Repetitive Values  
Reasons Imposing versus Endorsing Repetition 
As shown in Table 3.16, this thesis presents a typology of 13 repetitive values based on 
literature review and interviews.  The list is not exhaustive, comprising only a template 
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utilized principally for the purposes of this investigation.  Instrumentality of routines can be 
categorized according to reasons imposing repetition (RVImpose) versus factors endorsing 
replication (RVEndorse).  While unnecessary complications might emerge if routines are not 
maintained for RVImpose, RVEndorse usually stems from affirmative outcomes.   
 
Table 3.16 Typology of Repetitive Values for Routinized Behavior 
Repetitive values Reference Reason(s) for adoption 
Reasons imposing repetition (RVImpose) 
• Restrictions 
(health/transport) 
• Reich & Zautra (1991); 
Kirkup et al. (2004) 
• Conditions impeding decisions 
• Memory • Inbar (1979); Bjork & 
Vanhuele (1992) 
• Inefficient memory retrieval and limited 
cognitive capacities 
• Consideration set • Roberts & Lattin (1991); 
Bettman, Luce, & Payne 
(1998) 
• Economical strategy to avoid complex 
decision making  
• Demands of significant 
others 
• Kamakura & Novak 1992 • Requests or requirements of others 
• Sunk cost • Staw (1997); Dick & Lord 
(1998) 
• Mindset to avoid wastefulness, considering 
prior investment of non-recoupable time, 
money, and effort  
   
Reasons endorsing repetition (RVEndorse) 
• Commitment to 
established relationships  
• Fournier (1998); Bagozzi 
(1995) 
• Relational benefits outweigh costs. 
Reciprocity in maintaining relationships  
• Involvement • Beatty & Kahle (1988); Blois 
& Grunert (2000) 
• Fondness and commitment  
• Satisfaction • Rust, Zahorik, & 
Keiningham (1995); Khalifa, 
Limayem, & Liu (2002) 
• Expectations of performance are fulfilled, 
resulting in contentment and relief 
• Familiarity/expertise • Alba & Hutchinson (1987); 
Mitchell & Dacin (1996) 
• Speedy task completion, economizing 
consumption of cognitive resources. More 
risks is involved with the unfamiliar 
• Convenience 
(Cognition/behavior) 
• Knight (1999); Berry, 
Seiders, & Grewal (2002) 
• Conserves resources and minimizes risks 
• Optimal stimulation 
level  
• Van Trijp (1994); Menon & 
Kahn (1995) 
• Choices provide satisfactory stimulation 
 
A list of common repetitive values reported in interviews is shown in Table 3.17.  Four 
predominant repetitive values supporting routinized grocery shopping behaviors include:  
involvement (e.g., Kelly’s involvement with seafood; Elizabeth with soymilk and coffee; 
Marge with fruits and vegetables), satisfaction, familiarity and expertise, and cognitive and 
behavioral convenience.  Study 2 confirms the pervasiveness of these four values, keeping in 
mind with other significant repetitive values as well. 
 
Unintentional versus Intentional Repetitive Values 
Promulgated by Langer (1978), routines can possess a degree of mindlessness.  The 
automaticity of routines suggests that conscious levels might decline over time, encouraging 
cognitive efficiency.  Elizabeth provides evidence for this regression:  
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Since our first meeting, I’ve become more aware of how I shop, and instead of being a 
robot … I’ve actually become … more aware of what I do. Like I said, I may have 
picked up the coffee without thinking, where as now, I’m thinking to myself ‘Wow! I 
did this without thinking!’ I still buy the same thing, I’m still doing things but I’ve 
just become more aware of it. (Elizabeth, Session 2) 
 
Table 3.17 Common Repetitive Values for Grocery Shopping Routines of Cases 
Repetitive values Case 1: Kelly Case 2: Elizabeth Case 3: Marge 
Reasons imposing repetition (RVImpose)    
• Restrictions (health/transport)  •  •  
• Memory    
• Consideration set •   •  
• Demands of significant others  •  •  
• Sunk cost   •  
    
Reasons endorsing repetition (RVEndorse)    
• Commitment to relationship   •  •  
• Involvement •  •  •  
• Satisfaction •  •  •  
• Familiarity and expertise •  •  •  
• Convenience (Cognition/behavior) •  •  •  
• Optimal stimulation level  •    
NOTE:   denotes presence of repetitive values.  Blank cells represent absence of repetitive values. 
 
Concurring with the Einstellung effect (Luchins, 1942), repetitive behaviors automate as a 
result of automaticity in mental processes (Cohen & Bacdayan, 1994).  Egidi and Narduzzo 
(1997) found that routines alleviate short-term memory loads by creating and storing mental 
blocks in long-term memory.  Consistent with March and Simon (1993), a set of activities is 
regarded routinized when search has been eliminated (p.142), when individual learning process 
ceases, and a choice remains in the form of clearly defined and systematic routine. 
 
In view of the notion of automaticity, this research suggests that routines are repeated 
intentionally (e.g., convenience, familiarity) and unintentionally (e.g., cognitive lock-in, 
memory) reasons.  An example of unintentional repetitive value includes cognitive lock-in 
(Murray & Häubl, 2002, 2007), a saturated condition associated with online shopping, where 
consumers’ decreased propensity to search and switch after an initial investment (Zauberman, 2003, 
p. 405) is found.  Under this phenomenon, consumers remain loyal or become sticky to 
incumbent shopping providers, despite low search costs and prices gained from other online 
retailers (Murray & Häubl, 2002, 2007).  Customer stickiness (Maciag, 2000) occurs when 
consumers return to existing websites over an extended period.  Despite greater mobility to 
find better alternatives in online shopping, Johnson and colleagues (2004) found that 
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consumers exhibit more stickiness on the Internet than traditional brick and mortar retail 
settings.   
 
This research suggests that unintentional repetitive values are linked to intentional values.  
For example, researchers (Zauberman, 2003) argue that cognitive lock-in signifies a 
rationalized phenomenon.  Decision makers choose to remain loyal to minimize total costs 
associated with future switching costs, owing to consumers’ inability to predict accurately 
implications of future choices.  A possible explanation for customer stickiness is derived 
from sunk cost theory, which is a maladaptive economic behavior … manifested in a … tendency to 
continue an endeavor once an investment in money, effort or time has been made (Arkes & Ayton, 
1999, p. 591).  Although routines are performed frequently with minimal attention and 
intention, current notions suggest that behavioral cognizant works in tandem with cognitive 
automaticity.  As mental processes automate, so does behavior (Cohen & Bacdayan, 1994).  
Future investigators should consider exploring interactions between unintentional and 
intentional repetitive values.   
 
Further Factors Relating to Grocery Shopping Routines 
 
Template findings suggest two further factors impacting grocery shopping routines, namely 
personality traits relating to structure and order, and ambiguity.  These two factors are 
discussed below in relation to present findings and pertinent literature.  
 
Personality Traits Associated with Structure and Order 
According to Kassarjian (1971), personality is linked to a wide spectrum of issues, including 
purchasing behavior, product choice, and fear.  McCrae and Costa (1997) defined personality 
traits as relatively enduring styles of thinking, feeling and acting (p. 509).   This study reveals that 
a personality trait relating to preference for structure stimulates the positive repetitive value 
of routines.  Marge displays a tendency for order and structure in her activities and lifestyle, 
which could stem from tighter schedules and the multiple roles she takes on.  In contrast, 
Kelly does not mind making mistakes owing to disorganization as she feels that mistakes can 
usually be resolved.  Possessing a less demanding lifestyle, Kelly enjoys variation in minute 
behaviors, such as following different driving routes to university.  Present results are in line 
with studies (Courneya & Hellsten, 1998; Dishman, Ickes, & Morgan, 1980) claiming that 
general dispositions for systematic performance of tasks are related positively to repetitive 
behavior.  As displayed in individual case behaviors, this study supports Mead (1934) that 
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human tendencies to seek order in one’s environment occurs at times of uncertainty and 
stress.   
 
Personality Traits Associated with Ambiguity 
Another trait influencing routines relates to tolerance of ambiguity.  In contrast to order and 
structure, findings reveal a negative association between ambiguity and adoption of 
routines, such that a high tolerance of ambiguity results in a low dependence on routines.  
Compared to Marge, Elizabeth is more lenient about situational ambiguity and disruptions.  
Even though Elizabeth dislikes disruptions, she responds to changes and uncertainty with 
lesser irritation than Marge.  This trait could stem from Elizabeth’s variety-seeking nature, 
where she periodically experiments by purchasing new grocery products.  Consistent with 
literature (Berlyne, 1960; Raju, 1980), findings suggest that intolerant individuals are more 
rigid with their decisions, and thus engage less in exploratory behavior.  Research on 
propensity to routinize based on personality traits is beyond the current study’s research 
scope.  With reference to Scott and Bruce (1995), decision making style is not a personality 
trait, but a habit-based propensity to react in a certain way in a specific decision context (p. 820).  
Future investigations should explore the Scott and Bruce’s (1995) claim in the context of 
routines. Arising from this study, other suggested personality traits to consider within 
grocery shopping domain, include sociability and thriftiness. 
 
Conclusion of Template Analyses 
 
Table 3.18 summarizes key findings.  In summary, template analyses confirm a priori themes 
identified as important in distinguishing a process of routinization.  Four a priori themes: 
goal-centeredness, situational contexts, anticipated temporal conditions, and repetitive value 
are supported as key elements in the routinization process.  Findings also suggest that 
relationships exist between shopping goals and other factors (i.e., time, situation, 
instrumental reasons).  Remaining sections of this chapter expound on a model of 
routinization, developed from both case and template analyses, and tested in Study 2. 
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Table 3.18 Summary of Key Findings Arising from Template Analyses 
Summary of key findings 
Goal-centeredness  
• Goals encompass intentional and focal reasons, driving grocery shopping routines 
• Focal goals are primary motivations for behavioral performance, while peripheral goals take place in 
association with focal goals. Upon disruptions, focal goals have higher governance over routine perpetuation 
than peripheral goals 
• Goals are organized hierarchically, in which higher level goals (i.e., personal values) influence lower level 
goals.  Focal goals can be deconstructed into a series of subordinate goals 
• Four common personal values in grocery shopping routines include: warm relationship with others, sense of 
accomplishment, fun and enjoyment in life, and self-respect 
• Prosocial values are significant in grocery shopping routines 
• Current directions challenge existing definitions of consumer routines, suggesting that grocery shopping 
routines can be prearranged by others 
 
Situational contexts 
• Routines occur within situational dimensions 
• When new situational contexts cater for behavioral enactment, both situational stability and instability can 
activate routinized behaviors 
• Distinguishing between the two concepts, situational contexts is defined as immediate and non-immediate 
conditions supporting grocery shopping experiences, while anticipated temporal condition relates to time 
constraints and management supporting grocery shopping experiences 
• Goals are associated with situational contexts 
• Both immediate and non-immediate situational disruptions influence routinized behaviors 
 
Anticipated temporal conditions 
• Routines occur within temporal dimensions 
• Regardless of temporal poverty or surplus, consumer routines work in tandem with temporal structures, of 
which encountering relevant temporal conditions will routinely prompt behavioral enactment 
• Routine maintenance is dependent on the negotiability of time constraints and associated goals, supporting 
correlations between goals and time 
 
Repetitive value 
• Distinguishing between the two concepts, repetitive value encompasses reasons supporting repetition of method 
and context, while goals motivate and direct behavior, representing purpose searched for 
• When encountering recurring situational and temporal conditions, routines are enacted under conditions of 
positive repetitive value 
• Goals are associated with repetitive value.  As well, repetitive value influences situational contexts and 
anticipated temporal conditions 
• This study presents a typology of 13 repetitive values, categorized according to reasons imposing repetition 
(RVImpose) versus reasons endorsing replication (RVEndorse) 
• Four predominant repetitive values supporting grocery shopping routines include:  involvement, satisfaction, 
familiarity and expertise, and cognitive and behavioral convenience 
• Routines are repeated for intentional (e.g., convenience, familiarity) and unintentional (e.g., cognitive lock-in) 
reasons.  Unintentional repetitive values are linked to intentional values 
 
Further Factors Relating to Grocery Shopping Routines 
• Two personality traits relating to preference for structure and order, and tolerance of ambiguity influences 
routinized behaviors   
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Fundamental Concepts of Routinization and Routine Perpetuation Following 
Disruptions 
 
Conceptual Model of Routinization  
 
Study 1 aims to develop an in-depth appreciation of the development of behavioral routines.  
The concept of scripts (Bozinoff & Roth, 1983; Schank & Abelson, 1977) can be used to 
explain structural aspects of routines, providing a first step towards the development of a 
theory of behavioral routinization.  On the basis of the present findings, Figure 3.9 extends 
the hypothetical model reported earlier (see Figure 2.4 in Chapter 2), where adjustments are 
made involving relationships between key constructs (e.g., associations between goal-
centeredness and situational contexts) and inclusion of other significant factors (e.g., risk-
taking attitudes, personal values).  This model is tested in Study 2.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3.9 Conceptual Model in Routinization of Grocery Shopping Behavior 
 
In-depth analyses of interview materials demonstrate that routines are enacted for the 
purpose of fulfilling goals.  Goals are an integral element of routinization, providing 
direction for behavior, and act as key motivators for behavioral enactment.  Routines are 
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formed and maintained over time by relevant situational contexts and anticipated temporal 
conditions.  Positive feedback of repetitive value and provision of viable solutions to 
decision problems reinforce reoccurrence of routines.  In essence, goal-centeredness, 
situational contexts, anticipated temporal conditions, and repetitive value work in tandem, 
contributing to the reenactment of routinized consumption scripts, which leads to 
routinization over time.   
 
A number of important interrelationships are also identified.  First, given the fundamental 
position of goals, results indicate relationships between situational contexts and goals.  
Similar interactions are observed with anticipated temporal conditions, and with repetitive 
value.  Second, routines are enacted within specific situational contexts and anticipated 
temporal conditions for instrumental reasons.  This implication suggests a unidirectional 
relationship between situational contexts and repetitive value, and anticipated temporal 
conditions and repetitive value.  Third, personal values (i.e., higher level goals) impact 
routinized behavior through goal-centeredness (i.e., lower level goals).  Lastly, risk-taking 
attitudes influence routinized behavioral responses significantly. 
 
Conceptualization of Routine Perpetuation Following Disruptions 
 
Bettman (1979) and Howard and Sheth (1969) have long recognized the significance of 
disruptions, also referred to as interruptions, in consumer decision making.  Even so, there 
has been little advance, to date, in understanding the influence of disruptions in consumer 
routinization processes.  When faced with disruptions, literature (Locke & Latham, 1990; 
Locke, 1991) shows that consumers attempt to reduce discrepancies between existing 
behavioral goals and the actual situation.  Goal realignment is tantamount to perspectives on 
control, which as defined by Marken (1988), refers to stability in the face of variability.  
Proshansky, Ittelson, and Rivlin (1976) found that individuals under control behave 
positively towards the environment.   
 
Using the hypothesized paradigm in Figure 3.9, Study 2 explores two levels of disruptions 
on routinized consumer behavior.  Specifically, the following study examines the impact of 
interruptions on three key model components: situational contexts (SC), anticipated 
temporal conditions (ATC), and repetitive value (RV).  SC and RV groups were exposed to 
minor and major disruptions.  However, the ATC cohort received temporal surplus and 
poverty conditions.   
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Situational Contexts 
Theories, including action identification theory (Vallacher & Wegner, 1985), theory of 
planned behavior (Ajzen, 1985), goal conflict theory (Bettman et al., 1998), and behavioral 
decision theory (Bettman, 1979) implicate the hierarchical interactions between behavior, 
associated environments, and goals. Routinized behaviors are thus goal-directed and 
context-dependent (e.g., situation, time).  In light of research on control (Pieters, 1993; 
Marken, 1988), this study postulates that control arising from minor and major situational 
disruptions instigates different behavioral choices.  It is thus proposed that:  
 
P5a : Goal-centered routinized behavioral responses differ significantly between no and minor 
situational disruptions 
   
P5b : Goal-centered routinized behavioral responses differ significantly between minor and 
major situational disruptions 
 
Anticipated Temporal Conditions 
Researchers (Beach & Mitchell, 1978; Payne et al., 1993; Betsch et al., 1998) show that time 
pressed individuals tend to rely on dominant response strategies, such as routines, to make 
decisions more promptly.  However, little information is dedicated to understanding the 
impact of temporal surplus on routinized behavior.  Given that consumers are considered 
cognitive misers (Hogarth, 1987), different routinized behavioral responses are expected 
between no disruptions, temporal poverty, and surplus conditions.  It is proposed that:  
 
P5c : Goal-centered routinized behavioral responses differ significantly between no and temporal 
surplus disruptions 
   
P5d : Goal-centered routinized behavioral responses differ significantly between temporal surplus 
and poverty disruptions 
 
Repetitive Value 
Considering that consumer resources (e.g., time, effort, money) are exchanged for the 
production of utility (Von Winterfeld & Edwards, 1986), this study argues that routines are 
maintained for positive repetitive value.  Powers (1973), nevertheless, claims that behaviors 
do not always represent emission of utilitarian responses, rather the perception of control.   
Although routine perpetuation is arguably more functional than routine digression, as 
individuals will need to relearn and readapt to novel experiences, this research reasons that 
decision making processes are contingent on value outcomes arising from minor and major 
disruptions (Betsch et al., 2002).  Consequently, it is proposed that:  
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P5e : Goal-centered routinized behavioral responses differ significantly between no  and minor 
instrumental disruptions 
   
P5f : Goal-centered routinized behavioral responses differ significantly between minor and major 
instrumental disruptions 
 
Table 3.19 reviews research propositions for further testing in Study 2.  The next section 
discusses limitations and implications of the current study. 
 
Table 3.19 Research Propositions Emanating from Study 1  
Proposition  
Goal-centeredness and other issues relating to goals 
P1a : Goal-centeredness is associated positively with routine maintenance 
P1b : Risk-taking attitudes are associated with routinized behavior 
P1c : Personal values are associated with goal-centeredness 
   
Situational contexts 
P2a : Situational contexts are associated positively with routine maintenance 
P2b : Goal-centeredness is associated with situational contexts 
   
Anticipated temporal conditions 
P3a : Anticipated temporal conditions are associated positively with routine maintenance 
P3b : Goal-centeredness is associated with anticipated temporal conditions 
   
Repetitive value 
P4a : Repetitive value is associated positively with routine maintenance 
P4b : Goal-centeredness is associated with repetitive value 
P4c : Repetitive value is associated with situational contexts 
P4d : Repetitive value is associated with anticipated temporal conditions 
   
Model of routinization 
P5a : Goal-centered routinized behavioral responses differ significantly between no and minor situational disruptions 
P5b : Goal-centered routinized behavioral responses differ significantly between minor and major situational disruptions 
P5c : Goal-centered routinized behavioral responses differ significantly between no and temporal surplus disruptions 
P5d : Goal-centered routinized behavioral responses differ significantly between temporal surplus and poverty 
disruptions 
P5e : Goal-centered routinized behavioral responses differ significantly between no and minor instrumental disruptions 
P5f : Goal-centered routinized behavioral responses differ significantly between minor and major instrumental 
disruptions 
NOTE: Propositions have been worded to enable statistical testing of the present proposed model in Study 2.  
 
Limitations of Study 1 
 
This study involves five limitations relating to sample size (n = 3) representativeness and 
associated generalizability of findings; the relatively homogeneous background of 
participants; respondents’ general grocery shopping accounts; constraints associated with 
utilizing terminal values in the LOV framework; and generalizability of the model of 
routinization to other domains. 
 
First, owing to a sample size of three, it is likely that participants are not representative of the 
population of grocery shoppers.  However, an objective of this study involves characterizing 
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consumer routines via in-depth interviews and confirming a proposed conceptual model via 
template analyses prior to testing in Study 2.  The current study also aims to identify 
situations and variables suitable for manipulation levels in Study 2, the topic of subsequent 
chapters of this thesis.  Since participants were interviewed until theoretical saturation was 
achieved (within cases, and cross-sectionally with cases), three interview sessions were 
conducted per participant.  Findings suggested sufficient information to validate a proposed 
conceptual model and to suggest areas for further enquiry.  
 
Second, participants are relatively homogeneous comprising highly educated academics and 
students who were sampled conveniently.  Convenient samples are more prone to bias and 
influences that are beyond control (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2000).  In addition, since all 
respondents possessed similar social and education status, results would not suggest a 
sound representation of grocery shoppers.  Given that themes drawn from Study 1 emerged 
from respondents in a single geographical location (i.e., Melbourne), results might be limited 
to marketplace under study. All cases were females, and consequently, there might be a 
gender bias.  Nonetheless, all respondents suited sampling requirements (i.e., primary 
household grocery shoppers).  Caution is therefore required when generalizing findings.  
Future research should seek to overcome this concern by encompassing a wider sample 
selection of participants with different backgrounds. 
 
Although respondents provide general accounts of recently past grocery shopping 
experiences, there were difficulties and complexities in delineating routines and subordinate 
routines.  Since participants were asked general questions pertaining to their grocery 
shopping activities (e.g., when, where, how, what), generality contributed to ambiguities 
associated with measurement of routines, which consequently resulted in complex definition 
of which routines or subordinate routines to monitor (e.g., shopping route within store, or 
use of shopping list during routines, or sequence of purchases).  Future research should 
consider focusing on one or two routines in order to ensure precision and focus in findings.  
 
Additionally, only terminal values identified in LOVs (Kahle, 1983; 1984) are considered in 
this study.  Justification for utilization of LOV framework is based on relevance of terminal 
values in consumer behavior (Pitts et al., 1991) and grocery shopping behavior (Kahle et al., 
1986).  Despite its relevance, findings suggest that LOVs are self-centered and individually-
oriented.  Other values (e.g., prosociality) significant in grocery shopping behavior should 
receive equal attention in further research.   
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Finally, relevance and applicability of the proposed routinization model is questionable in 
other domains (e.g., driving route, hardware store shopping behavior).  Current findings 
validate development and perpetuation of routines within grocery shopping behavior, 
however findings might not be applicable to other types of routines.  For instance, although 
prosocial values might be common in routinized grocery shopping behavior, they might not 
be relevant in other life major roles (e.g., work, leisure), or other domains (e.g., 
organizational behavior, economics).  Thus, caution should be taken when generalizing 
current findings.  
 
In the light of these limitations, new insights and implications are identified through Study 1.  
These implications are discussed in the following section.  
 
 
Implications of Study 1 
 
This section outlines theoretical contributions along with areas for further study.  Research 
implications and applied contributions particularly relevant for retailers and advertisers are 
presented.   
 
Theoretical Contributions 
 
Script Theory 
The concept of scripts (Bozinoff & Roth, 1983; Schank & Abelson, 1977) is used to explain 
structural aspects of routines, presenting a basis for the development of a preliminary theory 
of behavioral routinization.  This study supports current theory that scripts represent 
procedural knowledge … of how events are supposed to occur (Shoemaker, 1996, p. 43).  They are 
used to direct behavior when activated.  It is suggested that prompting of relevant 
situational contexts and anticipated temporal conditions (rather than just time pressure, and 
situational stability respectively) creates propensity for enactment of routines, which is 
parallel to the concept scripts.   Nevertheless, these constructs do not work in isolation.  
Routines are enacted for the purpose of fulfilling goals, which supports theory that scripts 
are enacted to achieve goals (Pervin, 1989).  In essence, presence of goal-centeredness, 
situational contexts, anticipated temporal conditions, and repetitive value heralds the re-
enactment of routinized consumption scripts, leading to routinization over time. 
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Goal-Related Theory  
This study also contributes to an understanding of the significant role of goals on routines.  It 
extends literature implicating the role of goals on behavior (Gollwitzer & Moskowitz, 1996; 
Locke & Latham, 1990).  Goals drive routinized grocery shopping behavior, which regards 
routines as being purposeful and intentional.  This study finds that intentionality is also a 
primary distinguishing characteristic between routines and habits.  Although routines result 
in conservation of cognitive efforts (March & Simon, 1993), findings suggest that they are still 
intentional and purposeful.  Theoretical implications suggest that goals comprise different 
types (i.e., focal, peripheral) and varying levels (i.e., subordinate), resulting in different 
behaviors and routines.  This result implies that routines are made up of complex 
arrangements, providing a more complete understanding of consumer behavior (Pieters et 
al., 1995).  This study acknowledges associations between different subordinate routines and 
goal.  Goals are therefore an integral element of routinized behavior, providing direction for 
behavior.  They act as key motivators for behavioral enactment, and influence actions 
because they represent benefits searched.    
 
Although this study corroborates the notion of multi-leveled nature of goals and behavior, 
findings do not indicate whether disruption to subordinate goals brings about disruptions to 
focal behavior, or routine, since focal goals (which lead to focal behavior/routine) comprise 
subordinate goals.  This inconclusiveness suggests further probing, begging the questions: 
Do disruptions to subordinate goals affect focal behavior/routines, or are they independent 
of each other? Do subordinate goals have an additive or exponential character to focal goals?  
 
Concept of Routines 
This study also challenges current definitions of routines (Brotherton, 2001), suggesting that 
routines are constructed personally and privately and are not necessarily prearranged or 
approved by society or others.   Although Beatty and colleagues (1985) suggested that 
primarily person-oriented values are of greater relevance in consumer behavior context, 
findings suggest that other-oriented values are also significant in routinized grocery 
shopping behavior.  Despite relevance of LOVs to daily consumption and consumer 
behavior (Howard, 1977; Kahle et al., 1986), the nine terminal LOVs employed do not 
represent any values expressing concern for welfare of others.  However, this study indicates 
that the notion of significant others is influential on routines.  Hence, an extension to LOV is 
recommended to include a value on prosociality relevant to grocery shopping routines.  This 
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new insight however, suggest the stimulus of significant others in grocery shopping 
routines.  Future studies should consider exploring this issue further.  
 
Means-End Chain Theory 
As a means of understanding routines, means-end chain (MEC) theory was utilized to 
uncover underlying motivations and rationales for routinized grocery shopping behavior.   
This study supports MEC theory (Hall & Lockshin, 2000; Gutman, 1982) by implying that 
consumers think hierarchically about their purchases, beginning with concrete product 
knowledge to achievement of personal values.  Also, MEC theory was useful in 
understanding structural characteristics of goal-driven routinized behavior, which few 
researchers (Pieters et al., 1995; Pieters et al., 2001) have attempted to investigate.  Interview 
technique of laddering (Pieters et al., 1995; Little, 1983) revealed further insights on 
routinized behavior (e.g., categories of values considered significant in grocery shopping 
activities).   The most important insight is that this approach provides evidence that 
routinized behavior is marked by intentionality.  It also provides deeper understanding of 
consumer behavior, and identifies values held by consumers, which are useful for marketing 
strategy and execution.   
 
Research Contributions 
 
Developed Conceptual Model of Routinization  
First, this study contributes by introducing a model of routinization in grocery shopping 
behavior (Figure 3.9).  This model comprises four important elements, with a focus on goal-
centeredness, situational contexts, anticipated temporal conditions, and repetitive value.  
Although Knight (1999) incorporated the constructs of situational stability and repetitive 
utility in modeling habitual consumption, and Brotherton (2001) provided foundational basis 
for the work on routinization, no other studies have adopted a model incorporating all the 
proposed elements.  Previous research focused on the importance of goals in other recurrent 
patterns of behavior, such as habits (Aarts & Dijksterhuis, 2000a, 2000b; Hull, 1931).  Apart 
from Bargh and Barndollar (1996), few studies have explored effects of goals on the process 
of consumer routinization, in which this study finds relevant in understanding the intricacies 
of routines.  In addition, this model suggests relational directions within and between 
constructs (e.g., unidirectional relationship between situational contexts and anticipated 
temporal conditions), which prior research has not explored.  This model also proposes that 
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goals in routinized behavior are endorsed by higher level goals, also known as personal 
values.  Goal-directed routines are also influenced by risk-taking attitudes.   
 
This research also contributes by proposing several effects of minor and major disruptions 
on routine perpetuation for testing in Study 2.  It is proposed that both routine maintenance 
and perpetuation are structured on similar constructs (i.e., goal-centeredness, situational 
contexts, anticipated temporal conditions, repetitive value).  Upon disruptions, situational 
contexts, anticipated temporal conditions, and repetitive values work in concert with goals 
that orientate behavior, contributing to either routine perpetuation or digression.   
 
Clarification of Definitions and Relationships  
Another contribution of this research relates to refinement of definitions.  This study has 
clarifies several concepts including routines, goal-centeredness, situational contexts, anticipated 
temporal conditions, and repetitive value.  It has also ameliorated confusions between constructs 
describing relationships between variables such as routines from habits, situational contexts 
from anticipated temporal conditions, and goal-centeredness from repetitive value.  This thesis 
conceptualizes several constructs relating to goals including focal, peripheral, and subordinate 
goals.  Understanding these conceptual distinctions allows for precision in one’s 
understanding of the mechanics involved in routinization.  Internalizing each definition and 
understanding relationships between variables allows powerful insight in building 
marketing skills and strategies that can be tailored specially to grocery shopping situations.   
 
This study also introduces a typology classifying a diverse range of repetitive values.  This 
typology categorizes 13 repetitive values according to reasons imposing repetition (RVImpose) 
repetition, otherwise resulting in negative consequences, and reasons endorsing repetition 
(RVEndorse), usually hailing from affirmative outcomes.  As shown in Table 3.16, a provisional 
list based on an in-depth literature review and interviews is provided.  Future studies should 
build on this list accordingly.   
 
Insights from New Methodological Contributions 
This research analyzed data via case and template analyses, with different data analyses 
contributing complimentary insights on routines in grocery shopping.  While both patterns 
of analyses triangulate findings, each methodology identified unique elements.  There 
appears to be no prior research that has utilized template analysis when studying routines.  
Template analyses is popular in other disciplines including psychology and health, however, 
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no studies in consumer behavior have employed this approach of analysis.  Employing this 
method thus provides a new perspective to the concept of consumer routines. 
 
Applied Contributions 
 
This study involves a number of important implications relevant to advertisers and retailers 
specifically.   
 
Goals and Personal Values 
The implications of goals and values in grocery shopping behavior and their importance are 
highly critical issues for retail management.  Present findings suggest that customer routines 
are dependent on fulfillment of goals at different levels, including personal values.  Retailers 
should be aware of the significance of goals and realization of values through impartation of 
their product/service offerings.  For example, current findings suggest that consumers 
esteem grocery shopping values that allow them to have warm relationships with others, 
achieve sense of accomplishment, benefit from fun and enjoyment in life, and attain self-
respect.  Both advertisers and retailers should tailor their product/service offerings to values 
considered important to consumers.  They should understand that goals and values are the 
backbone for routinized behavior, as it is on the basis of goals that managers seek to attain 
their own values.  Weak or wrong conceptions of values and their importance can lead to 
inappropriate focus on brand identities, value offerings, and positioning strategies.  In 
addition, understanding the role of values provides deeper insights into consumer behavior, 
which is useful for developing and executing marketing strategy, as well as segmentation 
strategies.  It is to retailers’ benefit if they can gain competitive edge by expanding their 
concentration from product attribute offerings to consumer values and goals as well. 
 
Model of Routinization  
This study also contributes by introducing a model of routinization in grocery shopping 
behavior (Figure 3.9).  This model provides insight into how routines are formed.  Key 
characteristics of this model suggest that routines are driven by goals, developed within 
situational and temporal structures, and performed for positive repetitive value.  Goals are 
initiated by higher level goals, referred to as personal values.  Retailers could take advantage 
of this proposed model, which suggests that loyalty happens when routines and other 
supporting factors (i.e., situational contexts, anticipated temporal conditions, repetitive 
value) continue to work in concert with consumer goals.  Providing sufficiently stable store 
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environments (e.g., situation, time) that continue to fulfill consumer goals and encourage 
repetitive value stimulate customers to routinize behavior by remaining loyal with shopping 
providers. 
 
Effects of Routine Disruptions  
Disruptions (e.g., crowd density, staff attitude, time constraints) affect consumer routines 
(Aylott & Mitchell, 1999).  It is common to find items in retail stores shifted around for 
strategic purposes (e.g. increase store traffic, during seasonal events).  Implications of 
disruptions on routines are valuable for retailers as there is currently limited understanding 
(Bettman, 1979) on this issue.  Different behavioral outcomes are expected following minor 
and major disruptions to different key model components (i.e., situational contexts, 
anticipated temporal conditions, repetitive value).  Clearly, outcomes of such strategic 
decisions on routine behavior are valuable to know for managerial benefits.  Retailers should 
be aware of the effects associated with changing store environments too frequently and 
unnecessarily.  The instability can decrease customer shopping enjoyment levels (i.e., reduce 
efficiencies gained from repetitive value), and thus loyalty to the provider, resulting in store 
switching or discontentment with provider.   
 
Typology of Repetitive Values 
This thesis also introduces a typology of repetitive values. Currently, involvement, satisfaction, 
familiarity and thus expertise, and convenience (i.e., cognition, behavior) appear to be common 
reasons for repetition. Retailers and advertisers can gain by understanding the function of 
repetitive values that can either impose or endorse routinization, both of which are 
significant for behavioral enactment.  For example, if retailers intent to strategically break 
customer routines, efforts can be taken to influence repetitive values (e.g., by manipulating 
familiarity levels yet maintaining customer satisfaction) to encourage change in routinized 
behavior.  
 
 
Summary 
 
This chapter identified key components supporting the establishment of consumer grocery 
shopping routines, confirming and extending the hypothetical model identified in Chapter 2.  
Methodological and data analytical procedures adopted in Study 1 are described, where case 
and template analyses results are reported.  This study extends research on consumer 
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routines (Brotherton, 2001; Bettman, 1979) and goal-related theories (Pieters et al., 1995; Aarts 
& Dijksterhuis, 2000a; Bargh & Barndollar, 1996).  The following chapter focuses on Study 2, 
which involves testing a conceptual model of routinization using structural equation 
modeling procedures.  
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CHAPTER 4 
STUDY 2 
IMPACT OF DISRUPTIONS ON ROUTINES 
 
Study 2, an online experiment, investigates the impact of disruptions on consumer grocery 
shopping routines.  This chapter describes briefly the background for this study, outlines the 
research objectives, identifies the present research method, and data analytical procedures.  
Key findings are then presented and discussed, including research limitations and 
implications for theory and practice.   
 
Background and Research Objectives 
 
Despite research focusing on the influence of goals in recurrent patterns of behavior, such as 
habits (Aarts & Dijksterhuis, 2000a, 2000b), gaps remain on the effects of goals (Bettman et 
al., 1998) and disruptions (Bettman, 1979; Huffman & Houston, 1993) on consumer routines 
(Brotherton, 2001).  The increasing interest (Betsch & Haberstroh, 2005) on the influence of 
disruptions on behavior and decision making has reinforced the need to examine behavioral 
routines in greater depth.   
 
Routines involve contextual or situational dimensions.  Investigating the impact of 
disruptions on routines is thus valuable as contextual disturbances, such as time constraints 
(Betsch et al., 1998) affect routinized behaviors.  Although consumer literature (Aylott & 
Mitchell, 1999) has considered the notion of grocery shopping stressors (e.g., staff behavior, 
trolley rage), little attention has been given to experimental investigations.  Study 2 examines 
the impact of minor and major disruptions on routinized grocery shopping behavior.  For the 
purposes of the current thesis, the terms of disruption and interruption are used 
interchangeably.  
 
Two key objectives guide this investigation and include: 
• To test a conceptual model of routinization explained by distinct components including 
routinized behavior, goal-centeredness, situational contexts, anticipated temporal 
conditions, repetitive value, risk-taking attitudes, and personal values; and  
• To demonstrate equivalence and viability of a model of routinization across three 
disruption levels (no, minor, major) and three experimental groups (situational contexts, 
anticipated temporal conditions, repetitive value). 
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METHOD 
 
Participants 
 
Participant Selection Process 
 
Participants are 612 major household grocery shoppers.  Respondents were recruited via a 
registered research company, The Human Network (THN), based in Sydney.  THN specializes 
in consumer recruitment and fieldwork for the market research industry via an Internet-
based recruitment system.  This source of data provided for a relatively large, broad-based 
sample.  Under the management and direction of the present researcher, THN was invited to 
script and host this experiment on THN’s server, directing respondents to appropriate 
webpage links.  In order to minimize sampling frame error, respondents fit inclusion and 
exclusion criteria involving individuals aged between 18-to-55 years, and who were primary 
household grocery shoppers (Figure 4.1).  Participants were assigned to one of three 
experimental conditions: situational contexts (SC; n = 205), anticipated temporal conditions 
(ATC; n = 203), and repetitive value (RV; n = 204).   
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.1 Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria for Participant Selection  
 
Demographics are reported in relation to respondents’ socio-economic status (Table 4.1), 
household and marital indicators (Table 4.2), and grocery shopping characteristics (Table 
4.3).   
 
Socio-Economic Status 
 
As shown in Table 4.1, majority of respondents are females (77.8%) with a relatively small 
proportion (22.2%) of males.  This finding supports literature (Warde & Hetherington, 1994; 
Sullivan, 1997), demonstrating that women are responsible for household food-related tasks.  
 
THN’s 
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INCLUDE 
EXCLUDE 
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No No 
Yes Available  
to 
participate 
Yes 
No 
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A large proportion of respondents are aged between 30 and 39 years (36.9%), and 20 and 29 
years (35.9%).  54.6% of respondents hold undergraduate degrees, or equivalent.   
 
Table 4.1 Description of Respondents Based on Socio-Economic Indicators  
 Experimental group  
 
Situational 
contexts 
 Anticipated 
temporal 
conditions 
  
Repetitive 
value 
  
 
Total 
 (n = 205)  (n = 203)  (n = 204)  (n = 612) 
 
 
 
 
Variable  %  %  %  % 
Gender        
• Male 26.8  19.2  20.6  22.2 
• Female 73.2  80.8  79.4  77.8 
        
Age        
• Under 20 3.4  -  0.5  1.3 
• 20 to 29 years 33.2  37.4  37.3  35.9 
• 30 to 39 years 34.1  37.9  38.7  36.9 
• 40 to 49 years 25.4  19.7  17.2  20.8 
• 50 to 55 years 3.9  4.9  6.4  5.1 
        
Highest level of education        
• No formal education 1.0  -  -  0.3 
• Primary school -  0.5  -  0.2 
• Secondary school 29.8  29.1  26.5  28.4 
• Undergraduate degree/ TAFE 51.7  53.2  57.8  54.6 
• Postgraduate degree 16.6  16.7  15.2  16.2 
• Other 1.0  0.5  0.5  0.3 
        
Household income (annual)        
• Under $20,000 5.9  3.4  3.9  4.4 
• $20,000 to $39,999 17.1  9.4  15.2  13.9 
• $40,000 to $59,999 17.6  23.6  19.6  20.3 
• $60,000 to $79,999 22.4  24.1  27.5  24.7 
• Above $80,000 30.7  30.0  28.9  29.9 
• Don’t know 6.3  9.4  4.9  6.9 
        
Employment        
• Yes 71.7  75.4  74.0  73.7 
• No 28.3  24.6  26.0  26.3 
        
Home ownership        
• Own 55.6  58.1  53.4  55.7 
• Rent/Others 44.4  41.9  46.6  44.3 
        
Car ownership        
• Own 83.9  89.7  87.7  87.1 
• None 16.1  10.3  12.3  12.9 
 
Most participants (73.7%) are employed and represent high-income earners, with an annual 
household income of over $80,000 (29.9%), or between $60,000 to $79,000 (24.7%).  Majority 
of respondents appear to be constrained by work commitments.  More than half of 
participants are home (55.7%) and car (87.1%) owners.  Home ownership behavior suggests 
that majority of respondents most likely stock up owing to larger stocking space (Kim & 
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Park, 1997).  Car owners, as opposed to non-car owners, are usually less constrained by 
travel costs (Bawa & Ghosh, 1999), providing them leeway to grocery shop intermittently. 
 
Marital Status and Other Household Indicators 
 
Table 4.2 shows participants’ marital and household status.  Demographic variables, such as 
household status, tend to influence grocery shopping goals (Bawa & Ghosh, 1999; Putrevu & 
Lord, 2001).  Based on the current sample profile, 59% of respondents are married.  Over 50% 
of participants live in a household size of three-to-four members, followed by 33.8% living in 
a one to two person household size composition.  41.7% of respondents have no children 
living at home.   
 
Table 4.2 Description of Respondents Based on Marital Status and Household Indicators  
 Experimental group  
 
Situational 
contexts 
 Anticipated 
temporal 
conditions 
  
Repetitive 
value 
  
 
Total 
 (n = 205)  (n = 203)  (n = 204)  (n = 612) 
 
 
 
 
Variable  %  %  %  % 
Marital status        
• Single/Divorced/ Widowed 44.4  38.9  39.7  41.0 
• Married 55.6  61.1  60.3  59.0 
        
Number in household        
• 1 to 2 person(s) 34.6  35.5  31.4  33.8 
• 3 to 4 persons 46.8  50.2  54.4  50.5 
• 5 or more persons 18.5  14.3  14.2  15.7 
        
Children in household        
• No children at home 40.5  43.8  40.7  41.7 
• Youngest children less than 5 
years 
 
21.0 
  
28.6 
  
27.5 
  
25.7 
• Youngest children 5 to 15 years 25.4  19.2  20.1  21.6 
• Youngest children over 15 
years 
 
13.2 
  
8.4 
  
11.8 
  
11.1 
 
Grocery Shopping Indicators 
  
As shown in Table 4.3, household grocery shopping is primarily considered a sole 
responsibility (56.7%).  43.3% of respondents jointly shop with others, particularly with 
partners.  Generally, literature (Warde & Hetherington, 1994) shows that grocery shopping 
responsibilities are shared by only 30% of couples.  Most respondents (42.3%) described 
themselves as experienced shoppers, taking on the role as major household shopper, on 
average, for more than 10 years.  Respondents appear to have relocated or switched grocery 
providers over time, as only 11.1% of respondents have patronized current grocery stores for 
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more than 10 years.  Most respondents (29.6%) have shopped at current grocery stores, on 
average, for only six months-to-less than two years, followed by those (27.5%) acting as loyal 
store patrons for only four years-to-less than 10 years.   
 
Table 4.3 Description of Respondents Based on Grocery Shopping Indicators  
 Experimental group  
 
Situational 
contexts 
 Anticipated 
temporal 
conditions 
  
Repetitive 
value 
  
 
Total 
 (n = 205)  (n = 203)   (n = 204)  (n = 612) 
 
 
 
 
Variable  %  %  %  % 
Shopping responsibility         
• Sole responsibility 53.2  59.1  57.8  56.7 
• Joint responsibility 46.8  40.9  42.2  43.3 
 • Partner  30.2   30.0   33.3   31.2 
 • Parent  9.8   7.9   4.9   7.5 
 • Relative  2.4   0.5   0.5   1.1 
 • Friend  2.9   2.0   2.0   2.3 
 • Other  1.5   0.5   1.5   1.1 
        
Time period as major shopper        
• Less than 6 months 3.9  3.0  4.4  3.8 
• 6 months to less than 2 years 17.1  11.8  10.3  13.1 
• 2 years to less than 4 years  10.7  17.7  14.7  14.4 
• 4 years to less than 10 years 20.0  31.5  27.9  26.5 
• More than 10 years 48.3  36.0  42.6  42.3 
        
Time period as grocery store 
patron 
       
• Less than 6 months 6.3  6.4  4.9  5.9 
• 6 months to less than 2 years 27.3  29.6  31.9  29.6 
• 2 years to less than 4 years  24.9  29.1  24.0  26.0 
• 4 years to less than 10 years 27.8  26.1  28.4  27.5 
• More than 10 years 13.7  8.9  10.8  11.1 
 
In general, analyses of participants’ demographics suggest that respondents appear to be 
consistent and routinized grocery shoppers.  Nonsignificant differences are reported across 
groups for all demographics.  Literature (Kim & Park, 1997; Schwanen, 2004) shows that 
shoppers constrained by shopping days and time have high opportunity costs, leading them 
to depend on routines.  As well, Putrevu and Lord (2001) found that small households with 
no dependents, such as children, place less value on searching efforts, and are thus more 
dependent on routinized behavior. Based on current demographics, respondents most likely 
have small-to-average consumption levels, which do not require them to buy large quantities 
or to make frequent grocery shopping trip visits.  The next discussion concentrates on the 
scale development process and a description of present measures, comprising nine scales.   
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Measures 
 
Scale Development Process 
 
The development of better measures for this study followed Churchill’s (1979 p. 64) eight-step 
procedure. For the present thesis, scales culminated from exploratory research findings (i.e., 
in-depth interviews), review of relevant literature, and pilot test results.  Table 4.4 shows 
procedures taken to develop robust measures, as recommended by Churchill (1979).  These 
steps are discussed below in relation to the scales developed for the investigation. 
 
Table 4.4 Churchill’s (1979) Suggestion for Developing Better Measures of Routinization  
Suggested steps Adopted procedure  
1. Specify domain of 
construct 
• Undertake literature review of routines, multidisciplinary areas (e.g., 
marketing, psychology, management), related areas (e.g., habit, rituals), 
grocery shopping patterns, and goal-directed literature. 
  
2. Generate sample of items 
3. Collect data 
• Perform literature review.  Carry out in-depth interviews of grocery shopping 
behaviors to support inclusion of items.  
  
4. Purify measures 
5. Collect data 
• Conduct pilot tests (i.e., online pretest and paper/pen version followed by 
interviews) to reduce and refine measures. 
  
6. Assess reliability • Determine Cronbach’s alpha to assess reliability of scales. 
  
7. Assess validity  • Adopt scales from established studies to enhance validity of scales. 
  
8. Develop norms  • Not undertaken 
NOTE: Step 8: Develop Norms is not discussed below as it was not undertaken. 
Adapted from: Churchill (1979, p. 66) 
 
Step 1: Specify Domain of Construct 
In specifying the construct of routinization, a broad-based literature review across 
multidisciplinary areas, including marketing (Knight, 1999), psychology (Betsch et al., 1998), 
economics (Pereira & Patelli, 1996), and management (Tranfield et al., 2000) was carried out.  
This iterative review process focused on literature relating to routines: habitual behaviors 
(Knight, 1999), loyalty (Oliver, 1999), and rituals (Rook, 1985). The scale development 
process also reviewed literature on grocery shopping and consumption patterns (Kahn & 
Schmittlein, 1989; Kim & Park, 1997). Goal-oriented theory was examined as studies (Aarts & 
Dijksterhuis, 2000a, 2000b; Bargh & Barndollar, 1996) show that routines function as a means 
of obtaining certain goals or end-states.  Overall, eight measures, or scales, were developed 
and utilized for this investigation, incorporating Routinized Behavior, Goal-Centeredness, 
Situational Contexts, Anticipated Temporal Conditions, Repetitive Value, Personal Values, Risk-
Taking Attitudes, and Social Desirability Bias.   
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Step 2: Generate Sample of Items and Step 3: Collect Data 
This review process was then followed by item generation (Churchill, 1979) via literature 
review and in-depth interviews of grocery shopping behaviors (see Study 1).  When 
available, items were adapted from existing measures.  Appendix A shows an initial list of 
items considered for pretesting.  Initially, scale items included: Goal-Centeredness (i.e., eight 
items) (Hollenbeck, Williams, & Klein, 1989); Situational Contexts (i.e., four items) (Reich & 
Zautra, 1991; Brotherton, 2001); Anticipated Temporal Conditions (i.e., five items) (Putrevu & 
Ratchford, 1997); Repetitive Value (i.e., four items) (Reich & Zautra, 1991; Brotherton, 2001); 
Personal Values (i.e., nine items) (Kahle, 1983); Risk-Taking Attitudes (i.e., five items) (Menon & 
Kahn, 1995), and Social Desirability Bias (i.e., 10 items) (Crowne & Marlowe, 1960).  A new 
scale was developed for Routinized Behavior (i.e., four items), as extant measures were either 
deemed inappropriate or unavailable.  These scales are discussed later. 
 
Step 4: Purify Measures & Step 5: Collect Data 
As means of purifying a research instrument, Churchill (1979, p. 66) suggested that scales be 
checked for content validity.  Zikmund (2000) refers to content, or face, validity, as a 
subjective agreement among researchers on the purported measure of a scale.  Adapting 
items from other established studies (Putrevu & Ratchford, 1997; Reich & Zautra, 1991), and 
pilot testing the instrument contributed to face validity.  Protocols were pilot tested on a 
convenience sample of 15 participants, who were either primary or joint household grocery 
shoppers.  Pretests focused on clarity of current experimental scenarios, use of online 
procedures, item refinement, as well as content validity.  Testing also reduced number of 
items per measure.  Parsimony of construct was appropriate in satisfying sample size 
requirements for one-factor congeneric and multi-factor measurement models (Byrne, 2001).  
Aiming for parsimony in measures was just as important as ensuring sufficient 
breadth/meaning. 
 
Step 6 & 7: Assess Reliability and Validity 
In-depth interviews and pilot testing supported inclusion and exclusion of variables.  Extant 
scales were used to operationalize Risk-Taking Attitudes (i.e., three items), Personal Values (i.e., 
nine items), and Social Desirability Bias (i.e., 10 items).  Additional items were generated for 
Goal-Centeredness (i.e., four items, including two newly created items), Anticipated Temporal 
Conditions (i.e., four items, with one newly created item), and Repetitive Value (i.e. four items, 
with two newly created items).  New scales were created for Situational Contexts (i.e., three 
items) and Routinized Behavior (i.e., four items).  Tables 4.5 and 4.6 show a final list of scale 
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items and where available, reported measures of reliability and validity.  Items displaying 
low inter-item correlation were reconsidered.  Where possible, construct reliabilities were 
calculated for all scales (see Results section: Estimation of Hypothesized Structural Model in this 
chapter for a detailed discussion).  The following describes each scale in detail. 
 
Table 4.5 Part 1: Scale Items including Reported Measures of Reliability/Validity  
Item Source Reliability/ validity 
Routinized behavior  
• P2-Q1 Dependence on aisles for direction  ND 
• P2-Q2 Aisle movement ND 
• P2-Q3 Price comparison ND 
• P2-Q4 Openness to other options ND 
 
    
Goal-centeredness   
• P7-1 It wouldn’t take much to make me abandon my shopping goals R1 a 
• P7-2 I am willing to put in a great deal of effort to achieve my shopping 
goals  
R1 a 
a .80 < α < .87 
Construct validity 
• P7-3 I grocery shop with certain goal(s) in mind (e.g., for weekly meals; to 
shop healthily) 
ND 
• P7-4 I grocery shop with goals that achieve one or more personal values ND 
 
    
Situational contexts 
• P7-5 I visit similar grocery stores every week  ND 
• P7-6 I tend to purchase groceries for similar occasions every week (e.g., 
groceries for dinners from Monday to Friday) 
ND 
• P7-7 I follow similar in-store routes and aisles when grocery shopping ND 
 
    
Anticipated temporal conditions 
• P8-8 I find that a well-ordered mode of grocery shopping with regular hours 
is the one for me 
R2 b 
• P8-9 I generally stick to a certain grocery shopping schedule (e.g., Saturday 
mornings) 
R2 b 
b .74 < α < .89 
r = .74 
Construct validity 
• P8-10 I have only a limited amount of time in which to finish my grocery 
shopping 
R3 c c α = .90 
Construct, content 
validity 
• P8-11 I have similar activities that precede and follow grocery shopping 
activities 
ND  
NOTE: ND: Newly developed; R1a Hollenbeck, Williams & Klein (1989); R2b: Reich & Zautra (1991); R3c: Putrevu & Ratchford (1997). 
 
Routinized Behavior 
 
Routinized Behavior was developed specifically for the purposes of the present thesis.  This 
scale measures in-store behavior based on grocery shopping scripts (Davidson, Malstrom, 
Burden, & Luo, 2000; Hannigan & Reinitz, 2001).  Use of scripts is supported in research 
(Bower et al., 1979; Erasmus et al., 2002).  According to shopping literature (Narisetti, 1997), 
complexity of grocery shopping tasks motivate consumers to use aids, such as grocery 
shopping scripts, to simplify shopping decisions.  Block and Morwitz (1999) found that 
consumers retain grocery shopping scripts, which are accessible at familiar grocery stores 
and major trips.  Unlike unfamiliar stores, consumers memorize store layouts, and possess 
mental maps of items in familiar settings and schemas for categories of items.     
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Table 4.6 Part 2: Scale Items including Reported Measures of Reliability/Validity  
Item Source Reliability/ validity 
Repetitive value 
• P8-12 In whatever one does, the “tried and true” ways are always the best R2 b 
• P8-13 I may be “set in my ways”, but for me that is the best way to grocery 
shop 
R2 b 
b .74 < α < .89 
r = .74 
Construct validity  
• P8-14 I grocery shop in similar patterns as they help facilitate other activities, 
surrounding grocery shopping activities 
ND 
• P8-15 I grocery shop in similar patterns every week because they work for me 
(e.g., convenience, familiarity) 
ND 
 
    
Risk-taking attitudes 
• P9-1 When I shop, I like to try the most unusual items, even if I am not sure 
I would like them 
R4 d 
• P9-2 When I go to the grocery store, I feel it is safer to buy groceries I am 
familiar with 
R4 d 
• P9-3 I enjoy taking chances in buying unfamiliar brands just to get some 
variety in my purchases 
R4 d 
d .79 < α < .88 
Validity is not 
reported 
    
Personal values 
• P6-1 Sense of belonging R5 e 
• P6-2 Excitement R5 e 
• P6-3 Warm relationship with others R5 e 
• P6-4 Self-fulfillment R5 e 
• P6-5 Being well respected R5 e 
• P6-6 Fun and enjoyment of life R5 e 
• P6-7 Security R5 e 
• P6-8 Self-respect R5 e 
• P6-9 Sense of accomplishment R5 e 
e .65 < α < .69 
Nomological validity 
    
Social desirability bias 
• P12-1 I never hesitate to go out of my way to help someone in trouble R6 f 
• P12-2 I have never intensely disliked anyone R6 f 
• P12-3 There have been times when I was quite jealous of the good fortune of 
others 
R6 f 
• P12-4 I would never think of letting someone else be punished for my wrong 
doings 
R6 f 
• P12-5 I sometimes feel resentful when I don’t get my way R6 f 
• P12-6 There have been times when I felt like rebelling against people in 
authority even though I new they were right 
R6 f 
• P12-7 I am always courteous, even to people who are disagreeable R6 f 
• P12-8 When I don’t know something, I don’t at all mind admitting it R6 f 
• P12-9 I can remember “playing sick” to get out of something R6 f 
• P12-10 I am sometimes irritated by people who ask favors of me R6 f 
f .67 < α < .88  
r = .89  
Convergent validity 
NOTE: ND: Newly developed; R2b: Reich & Zautra (1991); R4d: Menon & Kahn (1995); R5e: Kahle (1983); R6f: Crowne & Marlowe (1960). 
 
As shown in Figure 4.2, in-store grocery shopping tasks begin with respondents entering the 
grocery store (Action 1); followed by selecting a shopping cart/trolley (Action 2); 
maneuvering around the grocery store with, or without the aid of aisles signage for direction 
(Action 3); moving along the aisles, locating items of interest (Action 4); comparing prices 
between options (Action 5) whilst considering other items (Action 6); selecting relevant items 
(Action 7); heading towards the checkout counters (Action 8); then exiting the grocery store 
(Action 9).   
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It is assumed that the current shopping script contains universal actions, resembling scripted 
knowledge associated within grocery shopping.  According to Hannigan and Reinitz (2001), 
Actions 1, 2, 7, 8, and 9 are considered high-schema actions, which are definitely scripted in 
grocery shopping events, holding similar weights across scenarios.  Remaining actions (3, 4, 
5, 6) are regarded as variable activities, comprising the present Routinized Behavior scale (e.g., 
P2-Q1: Dependence on aisles for direction; P2-Q2: Aisles movement) (Table 4.5).  Items were 
reverse coded for data analytic purposes. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NOTE: a: High-schema relevant scripted actions; b: Testable actions in the present experiment. 
Figure 4.2 Adopted Script for Grocery Shopping Event for Study 2 
 
Goal-Centeredness  
 
Goal-Centeredness assesses goal commitment, an important linkage between goals and 
behavior (Klein, Wesson, Hollenbeck, Wright, & DeShon, 2001).  Locke and Latham (1990) 
defined goal commitment as one’s determination to reach goals.  Since goals lack 
motivational effect without commitment (Locke, Latham, & Erez, 1988), goal commitment 
holds a critical role in goal theory (Klein, Wesson, Hollenbeck, & Alge, 1999).  The current 
scale is adapted partly from Hollenbeck, Williams, and Klein (1989) (hereafter referred to as 
HWK), which demonstrates unidimensionality.  Hollenbeck, Klein, O’Leary, and Wright 
(1989) tested a 7-item version of the HWK scale, confirming construct validity and internal 
reliability (α = .80).  Klein and Kim (1998) also reported high internal reliability (α = .87).  As 
shown in Table 4.5, the present scale comprises four items, two of which are adapted from 
the HWK scale (e.g., P7-1: It wouldn’t take much to make me abandon my shopping goals).  
Remaining items measure propensities to shop with goals in mind and relevance of high 
level goals (i.e., personal values) in shaping behavior (e.g., P7-4: I grocery shop with goals that 
achieve one or more personal values).  Personal values are discussed further at a latter section.  
Goal-Centeredness items were reverse coded for data analytic purposes. 
 
 
ACTION 1 a 
Enter grocery store 
ACTION 2 a 
Select shopping 
cart/trolley 
ACTION 3 b 
Use aisles signage for 
direction 
ACTION 4 b 
Move along store 
aisles  
ACTION 5 b 
Compare prices of 
relevant items 
 
ACTION 6 b 
Consider other options 
 
ACTION 9 a 
Exit grocery store  
ACTION 8 a 
Head towards 
checkout  
 
ACTION 7 a 
Select relevant items 
 135 
Situational Contexts 
 
The Situational Contexts scale was also developed for this thesis.  Situational context refers to 
immediate and non-immediate conditions including environmental, social, and antecedent 
conditions for behavioral performance (Belk 1975), supporting routinized behaviors.  As 
shown in Table 4.5, three items are used to evaluate importance of environmental stability 
(i.e., visiting similar grocery stores), that behavioral performance occurs for common reasons 
(i.e., purchasing groceries for similar occasions), and stability of in-store scripts.  It is 
assumed that reinforcement of situational contexts underpins routine maintenance.   
 
Anticipated Temporal Conditions 
 
Anticipated Temporal Conditions concern time managements supporting routinized behaviors.  
These include time of day, time duration, time construction, and intertemporal choices.  
Literature (East et al., 1991; Kahn & Schmittlein, 1989) demonstrates that shoppers are loyal 
to their shopping days.  Two of the four items are adapted from the Reich and Zautra (1991) 
(hereafter referred to as RZ) routinization scale, assessing arrangement of grocery shopping 
activities (e.g., P8-8: I find a well-ordered mode of grocery shopping with regular hours is the one for 
me).  The original 18-item RZ scale yielded similar internal and test-retest reliability scores (α 
/ r = .74).  Brotherton (2001) tested the RZ scale, supporting construct validity and high 
coefficient alpha (α = .89).  A third item was derived from Putrevu and Ratchford (1997), 
describing that grocery shopping tendencies are performed within temporal constraints and 
schedules (e.g., P8-10: I have only a limited amount of time in which to finish my grocery shopping).  
Putrevu and Ratchford (1997) reported Cronbach’s alpha (α = .90) for their 5-item scale, 
which also demonstrated convergent, discriminant, and content validity.  A fourth item 
developed by the present investigator assesses whether grocery shopping routines occur 
within specific time windows and budgets (Schwanen & Dijst, 2003) (e.g., P8-11: I have similar 
activities that precede and follow grocery shopping activities). 
 
Repetitive Value 
 
The Repetitive Value scale, comprising four items, refers to reasons supporting repetition of 
routinized methods and contexts.  Given that most repetitive behaviors follow scripts 
(Abelson, 1976; Schank & Abelson, 1977), instrumentality in facilitating activities is a key 
characteristic of routines (Berkman et al., 1996).  Commonly described as mindless acts, 
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automatically guided, and performed with minimal volition (Langer, 1978; Bargh & 
Barndollar, 1996), routines are also purposive and intentionally evaluated against 
environmental demands (Bettman, 1979).  As shown in Table 4.6, two items in the present 
scale are taken from the RZ scale (Reich & Zautra, 1991), examining the benefits of following 
routines and the intentionality of routinized behaviors (e.g., P8-12: In what one does, the “tried 
and true” ways are always the best).  Remaining two items are newly developed, measuring the 
adoption of routines for utilitarian purposes (e.g., P8-14: I grocery shop in similar patterns as 
they help facilitate other activities, surrounding grocery shopping activities).   
 
Risk-Taking Attitudes 
 
In this study, Risk-Taking Attitudes measures keenness of exploratory behavior.  Items were 
adapted from the Menon and Kahn (1995) Optimum Stimulation Level scale, which reported 
high coefficient alpha (α =.88) for the original 30-item measure.  Following Baumgartner and 
Steenkamp (1996), Van Trijp, Hoyer, and Inman (1996) found that a 6-item version of the 
scale also displayed satisfactory internal reliability (α = .79).  Validity levels have not been 
reported.  As shown in Table 4.6, the three items assess perceived risk levels associated with 
making inappropriate decisions, product familiarity, and the need for fulfilling stimulation 
levels (e.g., P9-1: When I shop, I like to try the most unusual items, even if I am not sure I would like 
them).  Risk-Taking Attitudes items were reverse coded for data analytic purposes. 
 
Personal Values 
 
In operationalizing Personal Values, the List of Values (LOV) scale (Kahle 1983) was selected 
for its nine terminal values (e.g., P6-4: Self-fulfillment; P6-9: Sense of accomplishment) (Table 4.6) 
over Rokeach’s Value Survey (1973), comprising 18 terminal and instrumental values.  LOV 
was the most appropriate measure of personal values for the current study owing to its 
parsimonious nature and relevance to life’s major roles, including grocery shopping (Beatty 
et al., 1985).  Although both terminal values and instrumental values are used in means-end 
chain procedures (Gutman, 1982), the former can be regarded as more dominant in 
understanding behavioral abstraction.  Corresponding evidence (Pitts et al., 1991) indicates 
that terminal values have deeper abstractions in understanding consumer behavior than 
instrumental values.  Bloemer and Dekker (2003) reported Cronbach’s alpha (α = .69) for a 4-
item version (i.e., external values) and (α = .65) 5-item version (i.e., internal values) of the 
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scale.  Considering the significant correlation of the LOV to other dimensions (Kahle, 1983), 
nomological validity was demonstrated.   
 
Social Desirability Bias 
 
Responses were also tested for Social Desirability Bias (SDB), a tendency to present oneself 
according to cultural norm (Paulhus, 1991), rather than responding accurately on sensitive 
topics (Fisher, 1993).  Bettman, Johnson, and Payne (1991) asserted that consumers tend to 
justify choices based on others to justify their behavioral decisions.  Rindfleisch and Inman 
(1998) found that social desirability influences biases towards brand preferences.  Although 
SDB can involve either a response set or response style (Fisher, 1993), the latter is only 
considered in this investigation, involving a shorter version of the Marlowe-Crowne 
(hereafter referred to as MC) SDB scale (Strahan & Gerbasi, 1972).  Owing to their sensitivity 
and applicability to social desirability measures (Ballard, Crino, & Rubenfeld, 1988), ten 
items were chosen from the 33-item full scale (e.g., P12-7: I am always courteous, even to people 
who are disagreeable; P12-9: I can remember “playing sick” to get out of something) (Table 4.6).  
Albeit, unidimensionality and construct validity of the MC SDB scale are questionable (Mick, 
1996).  Initially considered a contaminating response style (Mick, 1996, p. 107), Crowne and 
Marlowe (1964) later regarded SDB as a personality trait for approval.  Notwithstanding, 
Crowne and Marlowe (1960) yielded high internal reliability (α = .88) and test-retest 
reliability (r = .89) levels.  Strahan and Gerbasi (1972) reported middling Cronbach’s alpha 
levels (α = .67) for the 10-item version. 
 
Demographics  
 
Information concerning 13 pertinent Demographics, including gender, age, highest level of 
education, household annual income, employment, marital status, household size, children 
in household, home ownership, car ownership, shopping responsibility, time period as major 
shopper, and time period as grocery store patron was sought.  These indicators have 
previously been associated with repetitive grocery shopping behavior (Kim & Park, 1997; 
Bawa & Ghosh, 1999).  Six variables involving gender, employment, marital status, home 
ownership, car ownership, and responsibility for shopping were recoded as dummy 
variables.   
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Structure of the Online Experiment 
 
Scales were administered in an online experiment (see Appendix B), comprising three 
sections (A, B, C).  Beginning with the cover webpage, involving inclusion and exclusion 
criteria, the next page provides an explanation of the present experiment, its purpose, and 
assured confidentiality.  Researcher and research company’s (i.e., THN) association are also 
identified.  Respondents were invited to confirm contact details (i.e., name, mailing address) 
for remuneration purposes.   
 
1. Section A: Beginning with experimental grocery shopping scenarios, this section requests 
participants to respond to three scenarios (i.e., baseline scenario with no disruptions 
followed by minor, major interruptions).  The Routinized Behavior scale was administered 
in this section, where four items are rated on 5-point Likert scales.  For example, one item 
is rated with 1 = Follow my routine path without referring to aisle signage for direction, 3= 
Follow my routine path with minimal attention to aisle signage for direction, and 5 = Rely 
heavily on aisle signage for direction.  Items were not randomized owing to their sequential 
application. 
2. Section B: Respondents describe their personal grocery shopping experiences, measuring 
the construct of routinization.  Scales in this section involved: Goal-Centeredness; 
Situational Contexts; Anticipated Temporal Conditions; Repetitive Value; Risk-Taking Attitudes; 
and Personal Values.  Items are rated on 5-point Likert scales.  Most items are rated with 1 
= Strongly Disagree and 5 = Strong Agree.  Social Desirability Bias is rated on a True-False 
dichotomous scale.  Scale items were randomized to avoid respondent fatigue.    
3. Section C: This section sought information on participants’ demographics, including their 
socio-economic status, marital status/household composition, and grocery shopping 
behaviors.  Items are rated according to individual scales. For instance, education is 
measured on a 6-point item ordinal scale, where 1 = No formal education, 2 = Primary 
school, 3 = Secondary school, 4 = Undergraduate degree/TAFE, 5 = Postgraduate degree, 6 = 
Other.  Response choices with Other or Don’t know options are specified for education and 
income.  Items were not randomized. 
 
 
 
 
 
 139 
Procedure 
 
Experimental Protocol 
 
The experimental procedure adopted a 3 (disruption levels) x 3 (experimental groups) mixed 
model repeated-measures design.  The three disruption levels comprise no, minor, and major 
program, while the three experimental groups (EGs) are situational contexts (EGSC), 
anticipated temporal conditions (EGATC), and repetitive value (EGRV).  These disruptions are 
also referred to as situational, temporal, and instrumental disruptions.  Respondents were 
presented with three conditions: the first determining their baseline routine with no 
disruptions (TNo), followed by minor (TMinor) and major (TMajor) disruptions (Table 4.7).  
Participants respond to scenarios based on personal grocery shopping experiences, under 
different grocery shopping conditions.   
 
Table 4.7 Assignment of Participants in a Mixed Model Design across No, Minor, and 
Major Disruption Scenarios 
 Treatment 
 No disruption  Minor disruption Major disruption 
EGSC EGSC TNo EGSC TMinor EGSC TMajor 
EGATC EGATC TNo EGATC TSurplus EGATC TPoverty 
EGRV EGRV TNo EGRV TMinor EGRV TMajor 
NOTE: Experimental groups: EGSC = Situational contexts; EGATC = Anticipated temporal conditions; EGRV = Repetitive value; TNo = Treatment 
with no disruptions; TMinor = Treatment under minor disruption conditions; TMajor = Treatment under major disruption conditions; TSurplus = 
Treatment under temporal surplus conditions; and TPoverty = Treatment under temporal poverty conditions. 
 
Compared to completely randomized designs, where subjects are randomly assigned to 
different treatments at various levels (Stevens, 1996), repeated measures designs yield more 
sensitive and powerful results where within-group variability, or individual differences, are 
removed from error terms.  Ideally, a full repeated measures design, in which participants 
are subjected to situational, temporal, and instrumental disruptions was given consideration.  
However, pilot testing revealed that the online experiment would have taken at least 60 
minutes to complete.  Accordingly, three independent cohorts (n = 200) were selected. 
 
Figure 4.3 shows the experimental procedure administered in Section A.  Initially, 
respondents are introduced to a scenario (Figure 4.4), which is adopted as their usual way of 
grocery shopping.  That is, weekly grocery shopping occurs on Saturday mornings at a local 
grocery store, of which respondents are familiar with the store’s product offerings.  
Participants aim to shop sufficiently for household weekly meals, taking approximately 45 
minutes to complete shopping activities.  Utilizing 5-point Likert scales (see Appendix B), 
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respondents rate their usual personal routinized grocery shopping behavior in relation to 
four factors: dependability on aisles for direction (P2-Q1), aisle movement (P2-Q2), price 
comparisons between alternative options (P2-Q3), and openness to other grocery shopping 
items (P2-Q4).  Pilot testing demonstrated that this procedure produced more reliable 
responses than training participants to develop a similar set of grocery shopping routines.   
 
 
  
 
  
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.3 Experimental Procedure 
 
The next steps involved introducing minor and major disruptions to routinized behaviors. 
Each cohort received unique treatment of disruptions, either situational, temporal, or 
instrumental.  In place of minor and major disruptions, EGATC is manipulated at temporal 
surplus (TSurplus) and poverty (TPoverty) conditions.  Table 4.8 shows treatment levels under 
minor and major disruption levels.  For instance, EGSC was exposed to minor disruptions 
involving in-store specials on groceries normally purchased, while EGATC received temporal 
surplus interruptions with no additional engagements after grocery shopping.  Following 
introduction of disruptions, respondents are then requested to respond on similar scales, as 
per the baseline scenario.  Participants received a A$5 shopping voucher for their time 
commitment, which typically took 15-to-20 minutes to complete.   
 
Table 4.8 Variables and their Associated Treatment Levels  
Treatment  
Minor disruption Major disruption 
EGSC • There are in-store specials on grocery items 
under consideration  
• After being away for awhile, there is 
considerable change in store layout  
EGATC • Temporal surplus: There are no other 
engagements after-grocery activities  
• Temporal poverty: A friend is dropping by the 
house on short notice 
EGRV • There is a shortage of items under possible 
consideration, with available substitutes at 
hand  
• Preferred products are discontinued, with 
changes in store layout  
NOTE: Experimental groups: EGSC = Situational contexts; EGATC = Anticipated temporal conditions, which was exposed to temporal surplus 
and poverty conditions, in place of minor and major disruptions; EGRV = Repetitive value. 
 
 
TREATMENT 1 
No disruption 
Respondents are briefed on 
task goal and scenario 
 
TREATMENT 2 
Minor disruption 
 
BEHAVIOR  
MEASUREMENT  
Response measured on 
 5-point Likert scales 
 
BEHAVIOR  
MEASUREMENT  
Response measured on  
5-point Likert scales 
Respondents are exposed to 
minor disruptions 
 
TREATMENT 3 
Major disruption 
Respondents are exposed to 
major disruptions 
 
BEHAVIOR  
MEASUREMENT  
Respond measured on 
5-point Likert scales 
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Figure 4.4 Webpage Description of Participants Grocery Shopping Trip 
 
 
Data Analytic Procedures 
 
Data analyses progressed through four principal stages: data screening, descriptive analyses 
of the sample data, exploratory factor analysis (EFA), and structural equation modeling 
(SEM) procedures.  SEM procedures involved confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) of one-
factor congeneric and multi-factor measurement models, which then led to assessment of a 
full structural model and invariance testing.  These steps are described in detail below. 
 
Data Screening  
 
Initially, data were screened for errors, missing values, and violations of statistical 
assumptions.  Owing to the online and data entry procedures, there are no missing data.   
 
Checks for Violations of Assumptions 
Despite the sensitive nature of SEM to assumption violations (Tomarken & Waller, 2005), 
researchers tend to fail to check violation of SEM assumptions prior to model fitting 
(Breckler, 1990; Yuan & Bentler, 2001).  This study addresses three important assumption 
SECTION A 
 
For this section, imagine that the scenario below is  
your usual way of grocery shopping.  
 
 
That is, your weekly grocery shopping occurs on 
  
Time:   Early Saturday mornings at 8am, taking approximately 45 minutes to  
complete shopping activities  
 
Situation:  At your local grocery store 
 
Reason:  You are familiar with the store's product offerings. Also, you enjoy  
shopping on early Saturday mornings as it is most convenient for you, 
with smaller crowds  
 
Shopping Goal: You shop sufficiently for your household for daily meals for the week 
 
In response to this scenario, what would you normally do?  
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violations: multivariate normality and linearity of variables, outliers, and multicollinearity 
and singularity (Ullman, 2001; Tomarken & Waller, 2005).   
 
First, this study estimates model parameters via maximum likelihood (ML) estimation 
techniques, which assume multivariate normality (Ullman, 2001).  Testing of normality 
assumption is important as non-normal variables leads to inflated Chi-square (χ2) values, 
undermining its utility, and biasing the model towards Type I error (Klem, 2000).  Violation 
of multivariate normality also severely underestimates standard errors, therefore, 
exaggerating statistical significance of regression paths and factor/error covariances (Klem, 
2000).  As suggested by Sharma (1996), normal probability plots (p-plots) are used to 
diagnose normality of the nine constructs.  Appendix C shows nine p-plots, of which all 
plots are shown to be acceptably linear, indicating nonsignificant violation of normality 
assumptions.   Normality is also assessed by examining skewness and kurtosis values.  While 
skewness refers to the measure of symmetry of a distribution, kurtosis is a measure of 
peakedness or flatness of a distribution compared to a normal distribution (Hair et al., 1995).  
The present nine composite scores are normally distributed, with values close to zero 
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996).     
  
Another assumption of SEM involves absence of outliers, which are observations with 
identifiable characteristics distinctly different from other observations (Hair et al., 1995).  
Presence of outliers distorts statistics by altering regression coefficients, leading to both Type 
I and Type II errors (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996).  Mahalanobis distances are inspected 
(Pallant, 2001) to test this assumption.  Using a conservative probability estimate to translate 
χ2 values for Mahalanobis distance (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996), where p < .001, a critical 
value of 124.84 is applied.   20 values exceed the recommended critical value.  These outliers 
are not taken into account given the large current sample size (n = 612), of which a few 
outliers are expected.  As well, examination of standardized scores suggests that most z 
scores are acceptable as they are under recommended levels of 3.29 (p < .001, 2-tailed test) 
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001).  Although removing outliers might improve multivariate 
analysis, they also limit generalizability of findings.  Hair and colleagues (1995) argued that 
outliers should be retained unless there is demonstrable proof that they are truly aberrant and not 
representative of any observations in the population … [otherwise], they should be retained to ensure 
generalizability to the entire population (p. 60).   
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Assumptions of SEM presume an absence of multicollinearity (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996).  
Multicollinearity occurs when dependent variables are highly correlated, culminating in 
complications in identifying effects of single variables.  This violation assumption inflates 
size of error terms and undermines structural analyses (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001).  
Multicollinearity renders unstable matrix inversions, of which calculations requiring division 
of singular matrices cannot be performed.  In addressing issues of multicollinearity and 
singularity, the factor correlation matrix (Tables 4.9 & 4.10; see Tables 4.5 & 4.6 for item 
descriptions) was examined.  Coefficients are below recommended scores of .80 (Tabachnick 
& Fidell, 1996), indicating nonsignificant violations of this assumption.  This finding is 
supported by tolerance values, in which values are acceptably high (Pallant, 2001).  
According to Anderson and Gerbing (1988), statistical inferences become robust with the low 
or absence of multicollinearity among variables.  For the most part, diagnosis of the current 
data set indicates that assumptions are within acceptable limits, validating conduct of SEM 
procedures.   
 
Descriptive Analyses 
 
Descriptive analyses were performed to assess quality of the profile sample.  Details are 
reported under the Method section. 
 
Exploratory Factor Analyses 
 
Exploratory factor analysis and reliability assessment were performed on data.  According to 
Tabachnick and Fidell (2001), factor analysis is useful in empirically summarizing data sets 
by summarizing patterns of correlations.  As suggested by Bagozzi (1977), the present study 
used a maximum likelihood (ML) extraction, with direct oblimin rotation, for estimating 
parameters and their underlying dimensions.  Seven measures underwent exploratory factor 
analysis: Routinized Behavior, Goal-Centeredness, Situational Contexts, Anticipated Temporal 
Conditions, Repetitive Value, Risk-Taking Attitudes, and Personal Values.  For each scale, 
Cronbach’s alpha (α) was determined to assess internal reliability and selection of scale 
items.  Responses to these scales were also tested for social desirability bias (Crowne & 
Marlowe, 1960) and common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003; Spector, 2006).  
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Table 4.9 Part 1: Inter-Item Correlation Matrix of Variables Measuring Routinization  
Variable P7-1 P7-2 P7-3 P7-4 P7-5 P7-6 P7-7 P8-8 P8-9 P8-10 P8-11 P8-12 P8-13 P8-14 P8-15 
Goal-centeredness 
 • P7-1 1.00               
 • P7-2 .18 1.00              
 • P7-3 .18 .36 1.00             
 • P7-4 .14 .48 .37 1.00            
Situational contexts 
 • P7-5     1.00           
 • P7-6     .28 1.00          
 • P7-7     .35 .30 1.00         
Anticipated temporal conditions 
 • P8-8        1.00        
 • P8-9        .55 1.00       
 • P8-10        .26 .24 1.00      
 • P8-11        .40 .43 .23 1.00     
Repetitive value 
 • P8-12            1.00    
 • P8-13            .52 1.00   
 • P8-14            .34 .43 1.00  
 • P8-15            .33 .43 .41 1.00 
 
Table 4.10 Part 2: Inter-Item Correlation Matrix of Variables Measuring Routinization  
Variable P9-1 P9-2 P9-3 P6-1 P6-2  P6-3 P6-4 P6-5 P6-6 P6-7 P6-8 P6-9 
Risk-taking attitudes 
 • P9-1 1.00            
 • P9-2 .41 1.00           
 • P9-3 .56 .42 1.00          
Personal values  
 • P6-1    1.00         
 • P6-2    .38 1.00        
 • P6-3    .45 .31 1.00       
 • P6-4    .48 .47 .40 1.00      
 • P6-5    .50 .36 .59 .53 1.00     
 • P6-6    .31 .63 .37 .37 .32 1.00    
 • P6-7    .36 .26 .44 .32 .43 .33 1.00   
 • P6-8    .26 .19 .33 .28 .33 .29 .40 1.00  
 • P6-9    .38 .36 .38 .45 .40 .40 .41 .37 1.00 
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Structural Equation Modeling 
 
Employing AMOS 5.0, a two-stage confirmatory factor analysis (Kline, 1998; Jöreskog & 
Sörbom, 1993; Anderson & Gerbing, 1988) was conducted, in which one-factor congeneric 
and multi-factor measurement models were initially confirmed prior to the development of a 
full structural model.  This two-stage process allows for accurate representation of reliability 
of indicators, avoiding interaction of measurement and structural models, in which within-
construct and between-construct effects in estimation are considered.  Interpretation of both 
measurement and structural models are maximized, particularly under conditions lacking 
theoretical foundation and reliable measures (Hair et al., 1995).  Performing confirmatory 
factor analyses on one-factor CMMs and multi-factor measurement models enables 
assessment of discriminant and convergent validity.  Anderson and Gerbing (1988) claim 
that measurement models with acceptable fit tend to support nomological validity of the 
structural model.  Model parameters were estimated using ML technique owing to its 
desirable asymptotic, or large sample, properties of being unbiased, consistent, and efficient 
(Anderson & Gerbing, 1988, p. 413).  The ML method is also robust against moderate 
violation of multivariate normality, thus producing reliable results (Browne, 1984).  
 
Assessment of One-Factor Congeneric and Multi-Factor Measurement Models 
Two types of measurement models are considered: a one-factor congeneric measurement 
model (CMM) followed by a multi-factor measurement model.  One-factor CMM assumes 
that measures are composed of single constructs and random measurement error (Anderson 
& Gerbing, 1982).  Under one-factor CMM, items in measurement models are restricted to a 
priori factors (Gerbing & Anderson, 1988).  Schumacker and Lomax (1996) suggested a 
minimum of three items, with a preference of four-to-five items per factor, as appropriate for 
fitting CMMs.  Nine one-factor CMMs were performed: routinized behavior (ROUTBEH), 
goal-centeredness (GC), situational contexts (SC), anticipated temporal conditions (ATC), 
repetitive value (RV), risk-taking attitudes (RISK), personal values: self-
direction/achievement (PVALUES: Self-Dir/Achieve), enjoyment (PVALUES: Enjoyment), and 
maturity/security (PVALUES: Maturity/Security) .  
 
Following examination of one-factor CMMs, multi-factor CMMs were examined.  Two multi-
factor measurement models are considered on constructs loading on GC and ROUTBEH, of 
which areas of misfit in the model are identified and considered for removal (Jöreskog, 1993).  
Although fit indices indicate model fit, exclusive reliance on goodness-of-fit indices is 
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unacceptable.  Instead, judgment [should] rest squarely on the shoulders of the researcher (Byrne, 
2001, p. 88), as well-fitted models are capable of being incorrectly specified occasionally 
(Wheaton, 1987).  In this study, assessment of model adequacy is based on theoretical, 
statistical, and practical considerations. 
 
Estimation of Hypothesized Structural Model 
SEM procedures were subsequently performed to assess fit of data to a structural model.  
SEM was considered appropriate for four reasons.  First, Study 2 aimed to test the conceptual 
model emanating from Study 1.  Second, SEM procedures complement the experimental 
design of the current study.  Although SEM is often restricted to non-experimental designs 
(Ullman, 2001; Bentler, 1980), where methods of theory testing are not well developed, 
advantages exist in using SEM in experimental analysis (Blalock, 1985).  Studies (Khoo, 2001; 
Muthen & Curran, 1997) demonstrate that SEM provides novel modeling methods to assess 
experimental treatment process and outcomes.  One advantage involves modeling 
measurement errors through manipulation checks of independent variables (Bagozzi, 1977).  
Third, SEM techniques aim to test multivariate models, protecting against inflated Type 1 
errors.  Fourth, this study satisfies sample size requirements (n = 612), which might be the 
most critical impediment of using SEM in experimental studies (Boomsma & Hoogland, 
2001).   
 
Invariance Testing of the Model’s Factorial and Latent Mean Structures 
Equivalence and viability of the model’s factorial and latent mean structures were then 
tested across three disruption levels (no, minor, major) and three experimental groups (EGSC, 
EGATC, EGRV) via multiple-group analyses procedures (Jöreskog & Sörbom, 1989; Lomax, 
1983; Bollen, 1989).  Cohorts satisfied sample size requirements (Tomarken & Waller, 2005) 
(EGSC: n = 205; EGATC: n = 203; EGRV: n = 204).  By imposing equality constraints, models 
were tested for invariance of factorial/covariance matrices and mean structures.   
 
First, multi-group comparison began with global tests of invariance of factor/covariance 
structures (Jöreskog, 1971) of the entire model of routinization (i.e., nine factors) across three 
disruption levels and experimental groups.  Invariance testing of parameters was also 
performed (Rock, Werts, & Flaugher, 1978; Byrne, 2001) given insufficiencies in solely relying 
on global tests of invariance (Bryne, 1988; Jöreskog, 1971).   
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The second procedure involved invariance testing of mean structures of the present model of 
routinized behavior (i.e., four factors), incorporating goal-centeredness, situational contexts, 
anticipated temporal conditions, and repetitive value.  This study did not test for equality of 
error variances-covariances and residuals.  Bentler (1995) regards tests for invariance of error 
variances/covariances the least important hypothesis to test.  Testing these error parameters 
might represent an overly restrictive test of … data (Byrne, 2001, p. 175).   
 
Model Fit Indices 
Hu and Bentler (1999) suggested reporting two types of indices.  Other researchers (Hoyle & 
Panter, 1995; Raykov, Tomer, & Nesselroade, 1991) recommended reporting more than two 
fit indices.  In this study, models were empirically estimated with five fit indices: normed 
Chi-square (χ2/df), AGFI, CFI, RMR, and RMSEA.  Models were assessed from three 
perspectives: overall fit (i.e., absolute fit measures), comparative fit to a base model (i.e., 
incremental or comparative fit measures), and model parsimony (parsimonious fit measures) 
(Hair et al., 1995).  These fit indices are discussed below. 
 
Parsimonious Fit Measures 
A major application of SEM is developing a parsimonious model with minimum parameters 
(Ullman, 2001).  Parsimonious fit measures (e.g., PNFI, normed Chi-square) adjust models 
according to different estimated coefficients required to achieve acceptable model fit.  
Normed Chi-square (χ2/df) was selected as this study’s sample size (n = 612) is within 
acceptable range for application of this measure (Hair et al., 1995).  This fit index was 
considered appropriate owing to its ability to measure statistically differences between 
model and data, indicating model fit (Hair et al., 1995).   Although there are no established 
guidelines for this fit measure, Bollen (1989) mentioned that values between 1 to 3 (or less 
than 5) indicate acceptable fit, while values less then 1 indicating overfit.  Caution is required 
when using χ2, as the fit index is sensitive to sample size and assumptions of multivariate 
normality.  Departure from normality increases values of this fit index (Klem, 2000).   
 
Incremental/Comparative Fit Measures 
With a different emphasis, incremental or comparative fit measures (e.g., AGFI, TLI, NFI) 
compare fit of the estimated model to a baseline model that all models should be expected to 
exceed (Hair et al. 1995).  In this study, the Adjusted Goodness-of-Fit Index (AGFI) was 
chosen over Goodness-of-Fit Index (GFI) as the former assesses both fit and model 
parsimony.  As well, the methodological practice of norming AGFI values at a maximum of 1 
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allows easy interpretation of results (Bollen, 1989).  The fit measure compares a hypothesized 
model with no model at all, assessing amount of model variation and covariation.  AGFI 
values range from 0 to 1, with values close to 1 indicating good fit (Jöreskog & Sörbom, 
1983).  Hair and colleagues (1995) suggested that values greater than or equal to .90 are 
acceptable.  Nonetheless, Fan, Thompson, and Wang (1999) cautioned that AGFI values can 
be overtly influenced by sample size. 
 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) was selected over other incremental fit measures, including the 
Normed Fit Index (NFI).  Although NFI has been the practical criterion of choice (Bentler, 
1992), NFI tends to underestimate model fit according to sample size (Bentler, 1990).  Instead, 
CFI is capable of estimating model fit in both small and large samples.  This fit index 
compares values in hypothesized models with the independence model, containing no 
correlations among model variables (Byrne, 2001).  CFI values range from 0 to 1, with values 
greater than 0.90 considered representative of a well-fitting model (Bentler, 1992).   
 
Absolute Fit Measures  
Absolute fit measures (e.g., Chi-square, GFI, RMR, RMSEA) assess overall model fit though 
not adjusting for degrees of overfitting (Hair et al., 1995).  In this study, a residual-based fit 
index, the Root Mean-Square Residual (RMR), was chosen.  RMR is based on residuals, 
which are average differences between sample variances and covariances, and estimated 
population variances and covariances (Hu & Bentler, 1999).  Sound fitting models have small 
RMR, ranging from 0 to 1, with values of .08 or less deemed acceptable (Sörbom & Jöreskog, 
1982; Hu & Bentler, 1999).  However, large RMR values might indicate outliers in the raw 
data, especially when other fit indices suggest good fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999).   
 
An absolute fit index that is less affected by sample size is the Root Mean-Square Error of 
Approximation (RMSEA).  RMSEA is considered a valuable fit index as it estimates the 
model in terms of the population, rather than from a drawn sample.  This fit index is 
recognized as one of the most informative criteria in covariance structure modeling (Browne 
& Cudeck, 1993), estimating the lack of model fit in comparison with a perfect, or saturated, 
model. Values less than .05 indicate good fit (Browne & Cudeck, 1993), with values ranging 
from .05 to .08 indicative of mediocre fit, and values larger than .10 indicative of poor model 
fitting (MacCallum, Browne, & Sugawara, 1996).   
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For invariance testing, four goodness-of-fit indexes were adopted as appropriate measures 
(Byrne, 2001; Lomax, 1983; Marcoulides & Hershberger, 1997) in addition to Chi-square (χ2) 
difference tests.  These indexes include Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Root Mean-Square 
Error of Approximation (RMSEA), Adjusted Goodness-of-Fit Index (AGFI), and Root Mean-
Square Residual (RMR).    
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RESULTS 
 
Results are structured according to data analytic procedures: exploratory factor analyses 
(EFA), confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) of one-factor congeneric and multi-factor 
measurement models, and estimation of the structural model.  The section ends with 
invariance testing of the present model.   
 
Exploratory Factor Analyses 
 
Following Gerbing and Hamilton’s (1996) recommendation, EFA was conducted to 
consolidate patterns of correlations among observed variables and identify poorly 
performing items, followed by confirmatory factor analyses.  Tables 4.11, 4.12, and 4.13 show 
results of exploratory factor analyses (EFA), including item loading, and Cronbach’s alpha is 
item is deleted.   
 
In order to maximize differences between factors, items were factor analyzed using ML 
extraction with direct oblimin rotation.  EFA also tested for unidimensionality, an 
assumption of scale or construct reliability (Mentzer & Kahn, 1995; Mentzer & Flint, 1997).  
Although scale or construct reliability is often mistaken as an index for unidimensionality, 
reliability does not indicate the latter concept.  As well, researchers (Mentzer & Kahn, 1995; 
Peter, 1979) suggest that addressing issues of unidimensionality and reliability reinforces 
existence of construct validity.  In this study, EFAs concerning the nine constructs (Routinized 
Behavior, Goal-Centeredness, Situational Contexts, Anticipated Temporal Conditions, Repetitive 
Value, Risk-Taking Attitudes, Personal Values for Self-Direction/Achievement, Enjoyment, 
Maturity/Security) culminated in single-factor solutions, implying sufficient 
unidimensionality of scales.   
 
Upon deriving exploratory factor solutions, scale reliability via coefficient alpha was 
examined, influencing the final removal of items holding low inter-item correlations.  
Determining reliability is important as reliable scales produce consistent results, with 
unreliable measures producing low correlations between measures (Malhotra, 1999).  
Researchers (Churchill, 1979; Cortina, 1993) suggest using coefficient alpha to measure 
internal consistency between items and quality of scales.  SEM construct reliability and 
variance extracted were also estimated (see section: Estimation of Hypothesized Structural 
Model in this chapter for a detailed discussion).  Nunnally (1967) considered coefficient 
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alphas ranging from α = .50 to α = .60 acceptable, while scores greater than α = .70 deemed 
meritorious.  Low alpha values might arise from lack of homogeneity of variances among 
items, or when there are relatively few items per scale (Garson, 1998).   As shown in the 
Tables 4.11, 4.12, and 4.13, with the exception of Routinized Behavior (α = .45), scales can be 
regarded as reasonably internally consistent with alphas ranging between α = .57 and α = 
.77.    
 
Table 4.11 Part 1: Results of Exploratory Factor Analyses with One-Factor Solutions, 
including Factor Loadings and Cronbach’s Alpha Scores  
 
Item 
 
λs 
Cronbach’s α 
if item deleted 
Routinized behavior (α = .45) 
 • P2-Q3 Price comparison .59 .31 
 • P2-Q4 Openness to other options .59 .31 
 • P2-Q2 Aisle movement .54 .23 
 • P2-Q1 Dependence on aisles for direction .00 .59 
  • Correlation with SDB .01 
  • Kaiser-Meyer-Oklin .62 
  • Eigenvalue 1.66 
  • % of variance  41.59 
  • Mean (SD)  15.36 (2.87) 
  
Goal-centeredness (α = .61) 
 • P7-2 I am willing to put in a great deal of effort to achieve my shopping goals .69 .46 
 • P7-4 I grocery shop with goals that achieve one or more personal values .69 .47 
 • P7-3 I grocery shop with certain goal(s) in mind .54 .51 
 • P7-1 It wouldn’t take much to make me abandon my shopping goals .25 .67 
  • Correlation with SDB .05 
  • Kaiser-Meyer-Oklin .67 
  • Eigenvalue 1.90 
  • % of variance  47.50 
  • Mean (SD)  14.08 (2.80) 
  
Situational contexts (α = .57) 
 • P7-7 I follow similar in-store routes and aisles when grocery shopping .61 .44 
 • P7-5 I visit similar grocery stores every week .57 .46 
 • P7-6 I tend to purchase groceries for similar occasions every week .49 .52 
  • Correlation with SDB -.07 
  • Kaiser-Meyer-Oklin .63 
  • Eigenvalue 1.62 
  • % of variance  54.09 
  • Mean (SD)  12.35 (2.18) 
NOTE: λ = Factor loadings; SD = Standard deviation; SDB = Social desirability bias; For Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity, all p < .05. 
 
Personal Values  
 
Owing to its distinguishable dimension, Kahle (1983) demonstrated that LOV items are 
influenced by specific situations.  Kahle (1983) identified empirically dimensions of the LOV, 
including external-internal locus of control (Rotter, 1966), interpersonal-personal-apersonal 
aspects (Kahle et al., 1986), and motivational dimensions (Schwartz & Bilsky, 1987; 
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Kamakura & Novak, 1992).  Notwithstanding, researchers (Beatty, Kahle, & Homer, 1991; 
Homer & Kahle, 1988) recommend prudence in reducing LOV items.  In examining factor 
solutions for Personal Values, current EFA reveals that a two-factor data-driven solution lacks 
acceptable fit.  As Kahle and Kennedy (1988) recommend that LOV items reduced via factor 
analysis is befitting for causal modeling techniques, iterations of theory-driven dimensions 
were then analyzed from this thesis.  Present results indicate that a revised version of 
Kamakura and Novak’s (1992) categorization produces the most suitable model fit for the 
current study.   
 
Table 4.12 Part 2: Results of Exploratory Factor Analysis with One-Factor Solutions, 
including Factor Loadings and Cronbach’s Alpha Reliability Scores  
 
Item 
 
λs 
Cronbach’s α 
if item deleted 
Anticipated temporal conditions (α = .68) 
 • P8-9 I generally stick to a certain grocery shopping schedule .74 .56 
 • P8-8 I find that a well-ordered mode of grocery shopping with regular hours is the 
one for me 
.73 .56 
 • P8-11 I have similar activities that precede and follow grocery shopping activities .57 .62 
 • P8-10 I have only a limited amount of time in which to finish my grocery shopping .35 .72 
  • Correlation with SDB .03 
  • Kaiser-Meyer-Oklin .71 
  • Eigenvalue 2.09 
  • % of variance  52.18 
  • Mean (SD)  12.06 (3.59) 
  
Repetitive value (α = .74) 
 • P8-13 I may be “set in my ways”, but for me that is the best way to grocery shop .78 .63 
 • P8-12 In whatever one does, the “tried and true” ways are always the best .63 .69 
 • P8-15 I grocery shop in similar patterns every week because they work for me .58 .69 
 • P8-14 I grocery shop in similar patterns as they help facilitate other activities, 
surrounding grocery shopping activities 
.57 .69 
  • Correlation with SDB .01 
  • Kaiser-Meyer-Oklin .74 
  • Eigenvalue 2.23 
  • % of variance  55.81 
  • Mean (SD)  13.07 (3.33) 
  
Risk-taking attitudes (α = .72) 
 • P9-3 I enjoy taking chances in buying unfamiliar brands just to get some variety 
in my purchases 
.76 .58 
 • P9-1 When I shop, I like to try the most unusual items, even if I am not sure I 
would like them 
.73 .60 
 • P9-2 When I go to the grocery store, I feel it is safer to buy groceries I am familiar 
with 
.56 .72 
  • Correlation with SDB .02 
  • Kaiser-Meyer-Oklin .66 
  • Eigenvalue 1.93 
  • % of variance  64.31 
  • Mean (SD)  8.41 (2.60) 
  
Social desirability bias (SDB) (α = .54) 
  • Mean (SD)  5.83 (1.95) 
NOTE: λ = Factor loadings; SD = Standard deviation; SDB = Social desirability bias; a: Only mean, standard deviation, and Cronbach’s alpha (α) 
scores are provided for SDB; Nonsignificant correlations with SDB (p > .05); For Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity, all p < .05. 
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Table 4.13 shows results of a three-factor solution of Personal Values: Self-
Direction/Achievement (i.e., four items), Enjoyment (i.e., two items), and Maturity/Security (i.e., 
three items), explaining 54.72%, 81.31%, and 61.02% of variance extracted, respectively.  In 
spite of this solution, the Maturity/Security dimension was excluded in final confirmatory 
factor analysis procedures owing to poor model fit.  Interviews from Study 1 also confirmed 
inclusion of remaining six LOV items only for use in Study 2.  This discussion is expounded 
in subsequent sections of this thesis.  The following section reports SEM results relating to 
measurement and structural models, including re-specifications and appropriate re-
estimations. 
 
Table 4.13 Results of Exploratory Factor Analysis with Three-Factor Solutions, including 
Factor Loadings and Cronbach’s Alpha Reliability Scores  
λs  
Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 
Cronbach’s α 
if item deleted 
Personal values (Factor 1: α = .72 / Factor 2: α = .77 / Factor 3: α = .68) 
 • P6-5 Being well respected .70   .64 
 • P6-4 Self-fulfillment .72   .63 
 • P6-9 Sense of accomplishment .62   .66 
 • P6-8 Self-respect .47   .72 
 • P6-2 Excitement  a  b 
 • P6-6 Fun and enjoyment of life  a  b 
 • P6-3 Warm relationship with others   .74 .52 
 • P6-1 Sense of belonging   .61 .61 
 • P6-7 Security   .60 .62 
  • Correlation with SDB .03  -.02 .09 c  
  • Kaiser-Meyer-Oklin .73 .50 .66  
  • Eigenvalue 2.19 1.63 1.83  
  • % of variance  54.72 81.31 61.02  
  • Mean (SD) 12.71 (3.48) 5.68 (2.15) 8.76 (2.76)  
NOTE:  λ = Factor loadings; SD = Standard deviation; SDB = Social desirability bias; a: Unable to extract factor loadings, owing two-factor 
composition of dimension; b: Negative value owing to negative average covariance among items, if item deleted; c: Except for Personal Values: 
Factor 3, nonsignificant correlations with SDB (p > .05); For Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity, all p < .05. 
 
 
Structural Equation Modeling 
 
Adopting a two-step process, the ensuing discussion reports findings relating to one-factor 
congeneric measurement models (CMM) and multi-factor measurement models.    
 
Assessment of One-Factor Congeneric Measurement Models 
 
The initial hypothesized model of routinization comprised 31 items.  As a first step, 
confirmatory factor analyses were performed on nine one-factor CMMs: routinized behavior 
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(ROUTBEH), goal-centeredness (GC), situational contexts (SC), anticipated temporal 
conditions (ATC), repetitive value (RV), risk-taking attitudes (RISK), personal values: self-
direction/achievement (PVALUES: Self-Dir/Achieve), enjoyment (PVALUES: Enjoyment), and 
maturity/security (PVALUES: Maturity/Security)  (Tables 4.11, 4.12 & 4.13 for mean scores & 
standard deviations of scales).  As shown in Table 4.14, one-factor CMMs that satisfy SEM 
conditions, where estimated parameters have equivalent numbers to covariance elements 
(Kline, 1998), exhibit good fit indices.  Excluding SC, RISK, and PVALUES: Maturity/Security, 
where each factor is measured with three indicators respectively, and PVALUES: Enjoyment, 
which was measured with two indicators, the remaining five measurement models were 
identified successfully.   
 
Table 4.14 Fit Indices of the Hypothesized One-Factor Congeneric Measurement Model (n 
= 612) 
 Model fit 
Variable χ2 /df (p) AGFI  CFI RMR RMSEA 
• ROUTBEH 4.16 (.02) .966 .966 .044 .072 
• GC 1.98 (.14) .984 .994 .021 .040 
• SC a - - 1.000 .000 .295 
• ATC 1.07 (.34) .991 1.000 .020 .011 
• RV 7.82 (.00) .934 .973 .039 .106 
• RISK a - - 1.000 .000 .454 
• PVALUES       
 • Self-Dir/Achieve  8.07 (.00) .936 .970 .040 .108 
 • Enjoyment b - - - - - 
 • Maturity/Security a - - 1.000 .000 .397 
NOTE: ROUTBEH = Routinized behavior; GC = Goal-centeredness; SC = Situational contexts; ATC = Anticipated temporal conditions; RV = 
Repetitive value; RISK = Risk-taking attitudes; PVALUES = Personal values; df = Degrees of freedom; AGFI = Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index; CFI 
= Comparative Fit Index; RMR = Root Mean-Square Residual; RMSEA = Root Mean-Square Error of Approximation; a: SC, RISK, and PVALUES: 
Maturity/Security measurement models are just-identified; b: PVALUES: Enjoyment measurement model is under-identified. 
 
Routinized Behavior 
Four items (i.e., P2-Q1: Dependence on aisles for direction; P2-Q2: Aisle movement; P2-Q3: Price 
comparison; P2-Q4: Openness to other options) were initially hypothesized to measure 
Routinized Behavior.  As a cluster, these four items were subjected to a confirmatory factor 
analysis.  Although normed Chi-square (χ2/df = 4.16) was within acceptable range, the 
reported statistical significance (p = .02) did not indicate acceptable fit.  This finding is 
attributable possibly to the relatively large sample size.  Nonetheless, other goodness-of-fit 
measures (AGFI = .966, CFI = .966, RMR = .044, RMSEA = .072) indicate sound fit of data to 
the model.  These four measures lend sufficient support of acceptable representation of a 
hypothesized construct of Routinized Behavior.  Modification indices provide no noteworthy 
suggestions for further model modification.  However, as shown in Table 4.11, this construct 
has low Cronbach’s alpha reliability levels (α = .45), with the removal of P2-Q1 culminating 
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in higher internal consistency (α = .59).  A second iteration was conducted with the 
remaining three items, creating a just-identified model.  Owing to SEM model identification 
conditions (Byrne, 2001), goodness-of-fit measures were not generated.  However, removal 
of P2-Q1 was considered when analyzing the structural model.   
 
Goal-Centeredness  
In measuring Goal-Centeredness, four items (i.e., P7-1: It wouldn’t take much to make me abandon 
my shopping goals; P7-2: I am willing to put in a great deal of effort to achieve my shopping goals; P7-
3: I grocery shop with certain goal(s) in mind; P7-4: I grocery shop with goals that achieve one or more 
personal values) were subjected initially to a one-factor CMM.  Normed Chi-square (χ2/df = 
1.98, p = .14) indicates acceptable fit.  Other fit indices (AGFI = .984, CFI = .994, RMR = .021, 
RMSEA = .040) also show sound model fit.   Modification indices suggest no further 
adjustments.  As shown in Table 4.11, this construct displays acceptable reliability levels (α = 
.61), with the removal of P7-1 resulting in a higher coefficient alpha score (α = .67).  A second 
iteration on three items resulted in a just-identified solution. However, removal of P7-1 was 
taken into consideration when analyzing the structural model.  
 
Situational Contexts 
The measurement model of Situational Contexts was just-identified, measured via three 
factors (i.e., P7-5: I visit similar grocery stores every week; P7-6: I tend to purchase groceries for 
similar occasions every week; P7-7: I follow similar in-store routes and aisles when grocery shopping).  
Table 4.11 shows that this construct displays reasonable internal reliability (α = .57).  As 
exploratory factor analysis did not suggest removal of items for further analysis, no further 
iterations were performed. 
 
Anticipated Temporal Conditions 
Loading on Anticipated Temporal Conditions, four items (i.e., P8-8: I find that a well-ordered mode 
of grocery shopping with regular hours is the one for me; P8-9: I generally stick to a certain grocery 
shopping schedule; P8-10: I have only a limited amount of time in which to finish my grocery 
shopping; P8-11: I have similar activities that precede and follow grocery shopping activities) were 
subjected to one-factor CMM.  Normed Chi-square (χ2/df = 1.07, p = .34) indicates acceptable 
model fit.  Other model fit indices (AGFI = .991, CFI = 1.000, RMR = .020, RMSEA = .011) 
reveal good fit of data to the proposed model.   Examination of results suggests no further 
model modification.  Although reliability testing (Table 4.12) indicates reasonable internal 
consistency of inter-item factors (α = .68), removal of P8-10 generated a higher Cronbach’s 
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alpha score (α = .72).  Again, removal of this P8-10 was taken into account when confirming 
the structural model.   
 
Repetitive Value  
Four items (i.e., P8-12: In whatever one does, the “tried and true” ways are always the best; P8-13: I 
may be “set in my ways”, but for me that is the best way to grocery shop; P8-14: I grocery shop in 
similar patterns as they help facilitate other activities, surrounding grocery shopping activities; P8-15: 
I grocery shop in similar patterns every week because they work for me), hypothesized to measure 
Repetitive Value, were subjected to one-factor CMM.  Although normed Chi-square (χ2/df = 
7.82, p = .00) was unacceptable, all other evidence (AGFI = .934, CFI = .973, RMR = .039, 
RMSEA = .106) indicate good fit of data to the model.  Modification indices did not suggest 
any substantial changes to the measurement model. In addition, reliability testing (α = .74) 
suggests a meritorious internal consistency between items, with no further suggestions for 
scale improvement (Table 4.12).  Taken together, these measures point towards a good fit of 
the measurement model. 
 
Risk-Taking Attitudes 
For the model of Risk-Taking Attitudes, three items (i.e., P9-1: When I shop, I like to try the most 
unusual items, even if I am not sure I would like them; P9-2: When I go to the grocery store, I feel it is 
safer to buy groceries I am familiar with; P9-3: I enjoy taking chances in buying unfamiliar brands 
just to get some variety in my purchases) were subjected to one-factor CMM.  Since the model 
was just-identified, CFA results were not generated.  Table 4.12 shows a reliable Cronbach’s 
alpha score (α = .72).    
 
Personal Values: Self-Direction/Achievement 
EFA of items culminated in a three-factor solution of Personal Values construct: Self-
Direction/Achievement, Enjoyment, and Maturity/Security.  Each dimension was subjected to 
one-factor CMMs.  Four items (i.e., P6-8: Self-respect; P6-4: Self-fulfillment; P6-9: Sense of 
accomplishment; P6-5: Being well respected) loaded on Self-Direction/Achievement.  With the 
exception of two indices (RMSEA = .108; χ2/df = 8.07 [p = .00]), remaining fit indices are 
satisfactory (AGFI = .936, CFI = .970, RMR = .040).  Modification indices did not suggest 
significant change.  Cronbach’s alpha scores (α = .72), as shown in Table 4.13, also show 
reasonable internal consistency, suggesting no improvements in internal scores upon 
removal of items.  
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Personal Values: Enjoyment  
Only two items (i.e., P6-6: Fun and enjoyment in life; P6-2: Excitement) load on Enjoyment.  As 
the measurement model was under-identified, one-factor CMM was not evaluated.  For this 
construct, Table 4.13 shows a high Cronbach’s alpha coefficient (α = .77). 
 
Personal Values: Maturity/Security  
Three items (i.e., P6-3: Warm relationship with others; P6-1: Sense of belonging; P6-7: Security) are 
hypothesized to measure Maturity/Security personal values. Since the model was just-
identified, goodness-of-fit criteria were not evaluated.  Table 4.13 shows a mediocre 
Cronbach’s alpha score (α = .68) for this construct.  Following EFA and one-factor CMM, the 
hypothesized model of routinization comprised 28 items.  Hitherto, three items (ROUTBEH: 
P2-Q1; GC: P7-1; and ATC: P8-10; see Tables 4.5 & 4.6 for items descriptions) were removed.  
This model was used for subsequent analyses of multi-factor measurement models before 
estimating a structural model.  Factors loading on two second-order constructs: ROUTBEH 
and GC were considered.   
 
Assessment of Multi-Factor Measurement Models  
 
Table 4.15 summarizes results of fit measures of multi-factor measurement models.  Five-
factors (i.e., GC, SC, ATC, RV, RISK) loading on ROUTBEH, comprising 19 items, were 
subjected to multi-factor measurement model analysis.  MI values revealed three parameters 
(RV: P8-15, GC: P7-3, RISK: P9-2; see Tables 4.5 & 4.6 for item descriptions), indicative of 
significant cross-loadings.  Items were eventually removed, considering their statistical 
contribution to the model.  Cross-loadings between RV and GC were ignored, given that RV 
and GC are distinct constructs in this study.  Further iteration of remaining 16 items loading 
on ROUTBEH revealed a sound model fit (χ2/df = 2.55 [p = .00], AGFI = .931, CFI = .930, 
RMR = .059, RMSEA = .050), with statistically significant (α = .01) factor loadings (Table 
4.15).   
 
Three-factors (i.e., PVALUES: Self-Dir/Achieve, Enjoyment, Maturity/Security) loading on GC 
comprise 11 items.  Examination of modification indices (MI) suggested high cross-loadings 
with PVALUES: Self-Dir/Achieve: P6-8 (see Table 4.6 for item descriptions), which was 
eventually removed.  Iteration of remaining 10 items reveals sound model fit (χ2/df = 4.59 [p 
= .00], AGFI = .916, CFI = .950, RMR = .053, RMSEA = .077), where factor loadings were 
statistically significant (α = .01) (Table 4.15).  Figure 4.5 shows the hypothesized model of 
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routinization of grocery shopping behavior incorporating 24 items, following CFA 
procedures.  Overall, seven items (i.e., P2-Q1, P7-1, P7-3, P8-10, P8-15, P9-2, P6-8) are 
removed.   
 
Table 4.15 Fit Indices of Hypothesized Multi-Factor Measurement Models Loading on 
Goal-Centeredness and Routinized Behavior Fit Indices (n = 612) 
 Model fit 
Variable Items χ2 /df (p) AGFI  CFI RMR RMSEA 
ROUTBEH   3 2.55 (.00) .931 .930 .059 .050 
 • GC  2      
 • SC  3      
 • ATC  3      
 • RV  3      
 • RISK  2      
      
GC  2 4.59 (.00) .916 .950 .053 .077 
 • PVALUES        
 • Self-Dir/Achieve   3      
 • Enjoyment   2      
 • Maturity/Security   3      
NOTE: ROUTBEH = Routinized behavior; GC = Goal-centeredness; SC = Situational contexts; ATC = Anticipated temporal conditions; RV = 
Repetitive value; RISK = Risk-taking attitudes; PVALUES = Personal values; df = Degrees of freedom; AGFI = Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index; CFI 
= Comparative Fit Index; RMR = Root Mean-Square Residual; RMSEA = Root Mean-Square Error of Approximation; SC, RISK, and PVALUES: 
Maturity/Security measurement models are just-identified, while PVALUES: Enjoyment measurement model is under-identified. 
 
Following assessment of measurement models, the next section reports findings relating to 
factor loadings, construct reliability (CR), and variance extracted (VE) of the nine factors.  
Subsequent sections estimate the present hypothesized structural model.  
 
Estimation of Hypothesized Structural Model 
 
Assessment of Construct Reliability, Variance Extracted, and Construct Validity  
The next step involves examining estimated coefficients.  In addition to Cronbach’s 
coefficient alpha (α), which is regarded an inferior measure of reliability since … [it only 
considers] the lower bound on reliability (Baumgartner & Homburg, 1996, p. 154), CR and VE are 
also considered.  While Cronbach’s alpha estimates the internal consistency of individual 
response to scale items, CR and VE assess the extent to which latent variables are measured 
by their indicators (Garson, 1998).  CR concerns the proportion of true variance in total variance 
(Ullman, 2001, p. 763) and VE, a complementary measure of CR (Medsker, Williams, & 
Holahan, 1994), identifies the amount of variance accounted for by the construct.  Measures 
of CR and VE are based on standardized factor loadings and measurement errors (Hair et al., 
1995), and are assessed through squared multiple correlations using the following formulas:  
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where,  Σ λ  = Sum of parameter estimates  
  1-λ j = Sum of indicator measurement error 
Source: Garver and Mentzer (1999, p. 44) 
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Figure 4.5 Hypothesized Structural Model of Routinization  
Following Assessment of Measurement Models 
 
As shown in Table 4.16, present CRs and VEs range from CR = .51 to .71 and VR = .38 to .62.  
With the exception of three scales (i.e., ROUTBEH: CR = .51; SC: CR = .58; PVALUES: 
Maturity: CR = .53), scales meet minimum levels of CR = .60 (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988; Fornell & 
Bookstein, 1982), demonstrating high internal consistency.  In examining VE, five out of nine 
constructs are below the threshold value of VE = .50 (Fornell & Larcker, 1981), suggesting 
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and routinized behavior 
Associations between other factors 
and goal-directed routinized 
behavior 
s Relational associations between 
key concepts 
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that more than 50% of variances are not accounted for by these construct.  Only four of the 
remaining constructs support issues of construct validity, which are discussed in 
forthcoming sections.   
 
Construct validity concerns the extent to which measures assess underlying conceptual 
constructs (Droge, 1997).  Three types of construct validity: convergent, discriminant, and 
nomological validity were assessed.  Convergent validity examines the degree to which 
measures within similar constructs agree or converge (Bryant, 2000).  Dunn, Seaker, and 
Waller (1994) claim that convergent validity exists when factor loadings are statistically 
significant and when loadings are at reasonable benchmark values (λ = .70) (Garver & 
Mentzer, 1999).  As shown in Table 4.16, parameter estimates (λ = .524 to .918) suggest 
middling to high levels of convergent validity.  Albeit, examination of t values associated 
with loadings indicates that all variables are statistically significant (p < .05; critical value = 
1.96) and sufficiently high (t = 2.99 to 15.86), demonstrating that constructs and their 
underlying indicators fit the model.  This finding suggests that variables are associated 
relatively to their specified constructs, verifying hypothesized relationships among 
indicators and constructs.   
 
Discriminant validity investigates the degree to which measures of different concepts are 
distinct (Bryant, 2000).  This information is especially important for highly correlated and 
similar constructs, where relatively low correlations between variables indicate presence of 
discriminant validity (Dabholkar, Thorpe, & Rentz, 1997).  In testing discriminant validity, 
inspection of correlation coefficients and iterations of factor analyses are performed (Bryant, 
2000).  As mentioned previously, unidimensional constructs with single-factor solutions are 
produced, supporting discriminant validity between variables. 
 
Nomological validity considers the degree to which constructs, as measured by given 
indicators, predict other constructs (Droge, 1997).   Given that researchers (Bryant, 2000; 
Garver & Mentzer, 1999) suggest assessing predictive or nomological validity by thoroughly 
examining the overall structural model, a two-stage process of SEM (Kline, 1998; Jöreskog & 
Sörbom, 1993) was adopted in this study, supporting nomological validity.  On the whole, 
the current measurement model shows evidence for convergent and discriminant validity.  
Given these findings, a strong argument exists for testing the proposed structural model. 
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Table 4.16 Standardized Factor Loadings, Construct Reliabilities, and Variance Extracted of the Measurement Model (n = 612) 
Construct/ Indicator  Stand λs SE t CR VE 
ROUTBEH       
 • P2-Q3 Price comparison .62 - - .51 .38 
 • P2-Q2 Aisle movement .52 .13 7.42   
 • P2-Q4 Openness to other options .57 .11 7.49   
      
GC       
 • P7-4 I grocery shop with goals that achieve one or more personal values identified on the previous page .71 - - .63 .55 
 • P7-2 I am willing to put in a great deal of effort to achieve my shopping goals  .68 .07 12.26   
      
SC      
 • P7-7 I follow similar in-store routes and aisles when grocery shopping .61 - - .58 .45 
 • P7-6 I tend to purchase groceries for similar occasions every week (e.g., groceries for dinners from Monday to Friday) .53 .13 7.53   
 • P7-5 I visit similar grocery stores every week  .54 .12 7.53   
      
ATC      
 • P8-9 I generally stick to a certain grocery shopping schedule (e.g., Saturday mornings) .70 - - .63 .45 
 • P8-8 I find that a well-ordered mode of grocery shopping with regular hours is the one for me .78 .07 15.04   
 • P8-11 I have similar activities that precede and follow grocery shopping activities .56 .06 11.73   
      
RV      
 • P8-13 I may be “set in my ways”, but for me that is the best way to grocery shop .79 - - .63 .54 
 • P8-12 In whatever one does, the “tried and true” ways are always the best .64 .06 13.21   
      
RISK      
 • P9-3 I enjoy taking chances in buying unfamiliar brands just to get some variety in my purchases .92 - - .71 .62 
 • P9-1 When I shop, I like to try the most unusual items, even if I am not sure I would like them .61 .22 2.99   
      
PVALUES      
 Self-Dir/Achieve       
 • P6-4 Self-fulfillment  .70 - - .64 .46 
 • P6-5 Being well-respected .74 .07 15.86   
 • P6-9 Sense of accomplishment .60 .06 13.28   
 Enjoyment       
 • P6-6 Fun and enjoyment in life .77 - - .70 .60 
 • P6-2 Excitement .81 .07 14.37   
 Maturity       
 • P6-3 Warm relationships with others .69 - - .53 .46 
 • P6-1 Sense of belonging .66 .07 13.95   
NOTE: ROUTBEH = Routinized behavior; GC = Goal-centeredness; SC = Situational contexts; ATC = Anticipated temporal conditions; RV = Repetitive value; RISK = Risk-taking attitudes; PVALUES = Personal values; λ = Factor 
loadings; SE = Standard error; t critical value = 1.96 (p < .05); No estimation of SE and t value given for the first path λ as each construct was set to 1.0. 
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Fitting the Hypothesized Structural Model 
After establishing robustness of measurement models, a structural model is tested (Jöreskog 
& Sörbom, 1993).  Figure 4.5 shows the hypothesized model of routinization in grocery 
shopping behavior following CFA procedures.  This model involves 24 items.  Goodness-of-
fit statistics of the first iteration show modest fit (χ2[df] = 608.42 [236], AGFI = .899, CFI = 
.910, RMR = .077, RMSEA = .051).  Examination of MI reveals cross-loadings between RV: P8-
14 and ATC: P8-11 (see Tables 4.5 & 4.6 for item description).  Considering P8-14’s common 
content redundancy, the item was removed.   
 
As well, findings reveal that PVALUES: Maturity/Security: P6-7 (see Table 4.6 for item 
description) is least considered as a personal grocery shopping value, and accordingly, was 
removed from this construct.  Consequently, given the removal P6-7: Security from 
PVALUES: Maturity/Security, this dimension was subsequently relabeled as PVALUES: 
Maturity.   
 
Accordingly, a second iteration involving the remaining 22 items produced a good fit of data 
to the proposed model (χ2[df] = 473.93 [193], AGFI = .911, CFI = .922, RMR = .078, RMSEA = 
.049).  Review of MI scores suggests adding path correlations between PVALUES, RISK, and 
GC.  This correlation was unanticipated as Personal Values, Risk-Taking Attitudes, and Goal-
Centeredness are three distinct concepts.  Furthermore, iteration of the model with additional 
path correlations could have led to an overfitted model (Byrne, 2001), referred to as the act of 
knowing … how much fit is enough without being too much fit (Wheaton, 1987, p. 123).  
MacCallum, Roznowski, and Necowitz (1992) advised that it is unwise to modify [initially well-
fitted models] to achieve even between fit because modifications may simply be fitting small 
idiosyncratic characteristics of the sample (p. 501).  With reference to Jöreskog & Sörbom (1993), 
given the importance of the three constructs to routinized grocery shopping behavior, as 
supported by present findings, a pragmatic tradeoff was made to disregard the 
unexplainable disturbance.   
 
Figure 4.6 shows the final version of the hypothesized structural model of routinization.  
This model is also referred to as ModelBaseline in the following multi-group analyses.  
Although the structural model fits data well, current results do not imply that the proposed 
model is truly representative of the structure underlying data (Breckler, 1990; Baumgartner 
& Homburg, 1996).  Rather, it can be legitimately concluded that the proposed model 
provides only a plausible account of data.   
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NOTE: Nonsignificant relationships (p > .05) are observed between PVALUES (including Self-Dir/Achieve, Enjoyment, Maturity) and GC, and ATC 
and ROUTBEH; All other comparisons are statistically significant (p < .05).  
Figure 4.6 Final Hypothesized Structural Model of Routinization 
 
Table 4.17 shows χ2 values, standardized path coefficients, SEs, and t values of constructs 
associated with the hypothesized structural model.  As seen in this table, nine of the 11 
proposed relationships in the hypothesized structural model are statistically significant.  
Table 4.18 provides a list of items removed from the original structural model.  The next 
section reports results from invariance testing of the hypothesized model across three 
disruption levels (no, minor, major) and three experimental groups (EGSC, EGATC, EGRV).  
Two types of stability are explored, involving invariance of the factorial and latent mean 
structures. 
 
 
 
 
Associations between key concepts 
and routinized behavior 
Associations between other factors 
and goal-directed routinized 
behavior 
 Relational associations between 
key concepts 
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Table 4.17 Chi-Square, Standardized Path Coefficients, Standard Errors, and Critical 
Values of Constructs in the Structural Model of Routinization (n = 612) 
 
Prop 
 
Construct/ Indicator  
 
χ2 (df)  
Stand 
βs 
 
SE 
 
t 
 Full structural model 473.93 (193)   
      
 Structural model     
 Unidirectional relationships with routinized behavior 172.21 (80)    
• P1a ROUTBEH   ←  GC 1.47 (4) -.17 .07 -2.39 
• P2a ROUTBEH   ←  SC 10.76 (8) -.29 .11 -3.31  
• P3a ROUTBEH   ←  ATC 24.82 (8) -.19 .15 -.99 a 
• P4a ROUTBEH   ←  RV .98 (4) .38 .15 1.98 
• P1b ROUTBEH   ←  RISK 2.56 (4) -.21 .06 -2.49 
      
 Relational associations between key concepts 71.29 (30)    
• P2b SC  ←  GC 4.16 (4) .24 .05 3.47 
• P3b ATC  ←  GC 21.06 (4) .12 .06 2.41 
• P4b RV  ←  GC 3.38 (1) .34 .07 5.80 
• P4c SC  ←  RV 3.84 (4) .30 .04 4.41 
• P4d ATC  ←  RV 4.72 (4) .81 .07 10.94 
      
 Unidirectional relationships with goal-centeredness 109.84 (21)    
• P1c GC  ←  PVALUES: Maturity  4.77 (1) 1.52 3.46 .41 a 
 GC  ←  PVALUES: Self-Dir/Achieve  9.66 (4) -1.00 3.64 -.25 a 
 GC  ←  PVALUES: Enjoyment 1.82 (1) .30 .30 .83 a 
NOTE: ROUTBEH = Routinized behavior; GC = Goal-centeredness; SC = Situational contexts; ATC = Anticipated temporal conditions; RV = 
Repetitive value; RISK = Risk-taking attitudes; PVALUES = Personal values; Prop = Propositions; β = Structural parameter estimates; SE = 
Standard error; t critical value = 1.96 (p < .05); a: Nonsignificant relationship (p > .05).  
 
Invariance Testing of the Hypothesized Model’s Factorial and Latent Mean 
Structures 
 
Invariance of Factorial/Covariance Structures  
This section reports invariance testing of the hypothesized structural model (Figure 4.6) for 
three disruption levels (no, minor, major) across three experimental groups (EGSC, EGATC, 
EGRV).  Table 4.21 shows results emanating from three invariance tests of the model of 
routinization across disruption levels and cohorts.  Specifically, the factorial/covariance 
structure is tested for: validity of a nine-factor structure (Test 1); invariance of pattern of 
factor loadings (Test 2); and invariance of factor variances/covariances (Test 3).  
Experimental cohorts are analyzed simultaneously to obtain efficient estimates (Bentler, 
1995; Jöreskog & Sörbom, 1996).   
 
Three models representing baseline behavioral responses with no interruptions 
(ModelBaseline), minor (ModelMinor), and major (ModelMajor) disruptions are estimated.  Tables 
4.19 and 4.20 show standardized path coefficients of constructs in ModelMinor and ModelMajor.  
Seven and six of the 11 proposed relationships in ModelMinor and ModelMajor, respectively, are 
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statistically significant.  Ensuing sections begin by measuring the hypothesized model for no, 
minor, and major disruption conditions, which are assumed to function similarly across 
experimental cohorts (Ullman & Bentler, 2004). 
 
Table 4.18 List of Items Removed Following Exploratory and Confirmatory Factor 
Analyses  
Construct  Item 
ROUTBEH • P2-Q1 Dependence on aisles for direction 
• P7-1 It wouldn’t take much to make me abandon my shopping goals GC 
• P7-3 I grocery shop with certain goal(s) in mind (e.g., for weekly meals; to shop 
healthily) 
ATC • P8-10 I have only a limited amount of time in which to finish my grocery shopping 
RV • P8-14 I grocery shop in similar patterns as they help facilitate other activities, 
surrounding grocery shopping activities 
 • P8-15 I grocery shop in similar patterns every week because they work for me (e.g., 
convenience, familiarity) 
RISK • P9-2 When I go to the grocery store, I feel it is safer to buy groceries I am familiar 
with 
PVALUES: Self-Dir/Achieve  • P6-8 Self-respect 
PVALUES: Security  • P6-7 Security  
NOTE: ROUTBEH = Routinized behavior; GC = Goal-centeredness; ATC = Anticipated temporal conditions; RV = Repetitive value; RISK = Risk-
taking attitudes; PVALUES = Personal values. 
 
Hypothesized Model 
The present hypothesized model, also referred to as ModelBaseline, is derived from an earlier 
validity examination, using merged datasets of the three experimental groups.  Analysis of 
ModelBaseline, a hypothesized 22-item model, yields satisfactory model fit (χ2/df = 2.46 [p = 
.00], AGFI = .911, CFI = .922, RMR = .078, RMSEA = .049).  The structural model of 
routinization was tested under conditions of minor disruptions (ModelMinor).  ModelMinor 
demonstrates satisfactory fit (χ2/df = 2.38 [p = .00], AGFI = .914, CFI = .929, RMR = .078, 
RMSEA = .048).  As well, the model of routinization was estimated following major 
disruptions (ModelMajor).  ModelMajor is also within acceptable fit (χ2/df = 2.49 [p = .00], AGFI 
= .910, CFI = .932, RMR = .080, RMSEA = .049).  Prior to testing for invariance across 
experimental groups, baseline models are established separately per group (Byrne, 1998).  
The next section reports estimation of baseline models.   
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Table 4.19 Chi-Square, Standardized Path Coefficients, Standard Errors, and Critical 
Values of Constructs in the Structural Model of Routinization under Minor Disruptions (n 
= 612) 
 
Construct/ Indicator  
 
χ2 (df) 
 
∆χ2B-Min  
Stand 
βs 
 
SE 
 
t 
Full structural model 459.40 (193) 14.53    
      
Structural model      
Unidirectional relationships with routinized behavior 160.30 (80) 11.91    
• ROUTBEH   ←  GC 4.18 (4) -2.71 -.16 .07 -2.45 
• ROUTBEH   ←  SC 14.19 (8) -3.43 -.34 .11 -4.26 
• ROUTBEH   ←  ATC 8.92 (8) 15.90 -.06 .14 -.37 a 
• ROUTBEH   ←  RV 3.99 (4) -3.01 .32 .14 1.80 a 
• ROUTBEH   ←  RISK 2.80 (4) -.24 -.13 .06 -1.56 a 
      
Relational associations between key concepts      
• SC  ←  GC   .24 .05 3.46 
• ATC  ←  GC   .12 .06 2.40 
• RV  ←  GC   .33 .07 5.80 
• SC  ←  RV   .30 .04 4.40 
• ATC  ←  RV   .81 .07 10.95 
      
Unidirectional relationships with goal-centeredness      
• GC  ←  PVALUES: Maturity    1.60 3.14 .42 a 
• GC ←  PVALUES: Self-Dir/Achieve    -1.08 3.30 -.27 a 
• GC  ←  PVALUES: Enjoyment   .31 .26 .74 a 
NOTE: ROUTBEH = Routinized behavior; GC = Goal-centeredness; SC = Situational contexts; ATC = Anticipated temporal conditions; RV = 
Repetitive value; RISK = Risk-taking attitudes; PVALUES = Personal values; ∆χ2B-Min = Chi-square difference tests between no and minor 
disruptions; β = Structural parameter estimates; SE = Standard error; t critical value = 1.96 (p < .05); a: Nonsignificant relationship (p > .05); b: 
Nonsignificant ∆χ2 between no and minor disruptions (p > .05). 
 
Baseline Models for Each Experimental Group  
Consistent with suggested procedures (Jöreskog, 1971), testing for invariance for ModelBaseline 
begins by establishing multi-group baseline models across the present experimental groups.  
Results reveal average fit to data for EGSC (χ2 [df = 193] = 318.37 [p = .00], AGFI = .839, CFI = 
.907, RMR = .104, RMSEA = .056); EGATC (χ2 [df = 193] = 285.15 [p = .00], AGFI = .850, CFI = .912, 
RMR = .094, RMSEA = .049); and EGRV (χ2 [df = 193] = 289.91 [p = .00], AGFI = .850, CFI = .921, 
RMR = .088, RMSEA = .050).  Examination of MI scores does not reveal exceptionally large 
values between covariances and estimates.   
 
Following similar procedures, testing of multi-group invariance for ModelMinor and 
ModelMajor also reveals average fit to data for EGSC, EGATC, EGRV. Examination of MI values 
reveals no exceptionally large scores between covariances and estimates.  These models serve 
as baseline models for routinized behaviors for no, minor, and major disruptions.  Ensuing 
sections reports results of Test 1, incorporating test of validity of routinization as a nine-
factor model.   
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Table 4.20 Chi-Square, Standardized Path Coefficients, Standard Errors, and Critical 
Values of Constructs in the Structural Model of Routinization under Major Disruptions (n 
= 612)  
 
Construct/ Indicator  
 
χ2 (df) 
 
∆χ2Min-
Maj  
Stand 
βs 
 
SE 
 
t 
Full structural model 481.20 (193) -21.80    
      
Structural model      
Unidirectional relationships with routinized behavior 165.48 (80) -5.18    
• ROUTBEH   ←  GC 3.91 (4) .27 -.122 .09 -2.00 
• ROUTBEH   ←  SC 10.05 (8) 4.14 .018 .14 .26 a 
• ROUTBEH   ←  ATC 10.48 (8) -1.56 .034 .19 .22 a 
• ROUTBEH   ←  RV 8.16 (4) -4.17 .067 .19 .42 a 
• ROUTBEH   ←  RISK 12.94 (4) -10.14 -.037 .08 -.32 a 
      
Relational associations between key concepts      
• SC  ←  GC   .239 .05 3.50 
• ATC  ←  GC   .122 .06 2.43 
• RV  ←  GC   .334 .07 5.79 
• SC  ←  RV   .301 .04 4.42 
• ATC  ←  RV   .812 .07 10.93 
      
Unidirectional relationships with goal-centeredness      
• GC  ←  PVALUES: Maturity    1.666 3.79 .42 a 
• GC ←  PVALUES: Self-Dir/Achieve    -1.141 3.97 -.27 a 
• GC  ←  PVALUES: Enjoyment   .302 .32 .77 a 
NOTE: ROUTBEH = Routinized behavior; GC = Goal-centeredness; SC = Situational contexts; ATC = Anticipated temporal conditions; RV = 
Repetitive value; RISK = Risk-taking attitudes; PVALUES = Personal values; ∆χ2 Min-Maj = Chi-square difference tests between minor and major 
disruptions; β = Structural parameter estimates; SE = Standard error; t critical value = 1.96 (p < .05); a: Nonsignificant relationship (p > .05); b: 
Nonsignificant ∆χ2 between minor and major disruptions (p > .05). 
 
Test 1: Testing for Validity of a Nine-Factor Structure 
Table 4.21 summarizes χ2 differences in testing for model invariance across experimental 
groups (EGSC, EGATC, EGRV).  Having previously tested baseline models for each group 
individually, it is imperative to test also for validity of the routinization structure, as best 
represented by nine-factors, across all groups simultaneously (Byrne, 1998).  In contrast to 
single-group models, multi-group models considers weighted combinations of model fit 
across groups (Bollen, 1989), culminating in one set of fit statistics, providing a baseline value 
against which subsequent tests for invariance are compared.  Beginning with multi-group 
analysis of ModelBaseline, findings reveal average fit (χ2 [df = 579] = 893.41 [p = .00]; AGFI = .846, 
CFI = .913, RMR = .096, RMSEA = .030), indicating that the nine-factor model under baseline 
conditions is adequate across experimental groups.   
 
ModelMinor also suggest average fit (χ2 [df = 579] = 882.93 [p = .00]; AGFI = .849, CFI = .919, RMR 
= .093, RMSEA = .029), demonstrating that routinization following minor disruptions can be 
described by nine factors for all experimental groups.  Similar accounts are found for 
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ModelMajor (χ2 [df = 579] = 890.01 [p = .00]; AGFI = .848, CFI = .917, RMR = .094, RMSEA = .030).  
Having established that a nine-factor model is well-fitting across experimental groups, 
invariance of pattern and factor loading sizes are analyzed across cohorts.  Nonsignificant χ2 
differences suggest equivalent factor loadings, variances, and covariances. 
 
Test 2: Testing for Invariant Pattern of Factor Loadings 
Following Byrne (2001), constraints were placed on parameters in testing for invariance of 
factor loadings.  Iteration of the present constrained ModelBaseline indicates (χ2 [df = 605] = 
910.83), provides a basis of comparison with previously fitted model with no equality 
constraints (χ2 [df = 579] = 893.41).  This comparison yields a nonsignificant difference (∆χ2 [∆df = 
26] = 19.63, p > .05).  Testing for invariance of factor loadings for ModelBaseline indicates that 
postulated equality of factor loadings is comparable across cohorts.   
 
Using similar procedures, the constrained ModelMinor (χ2 [df = 605] = 901.94) is compared with 
the unconstrained model (χ2 [df = 579] = 882.93), indicating a nonsignificant difference (∆χ2 [∆df = 
26] = 19.53, p > .05).  Constrained ModelMajor (χ2 [df = 605] = 920.02) is also compared with the 
unconstrained model (χ2 [df = 579] = 890.01), revealing a nonsignificant difference (∆χ2 [∆df = 26] = 
28.68, p > .05).  Given that all measures of the nine-factor model of routinization operate 
similarly in all experimental groups under all disruptive conditions, testing equality of 
structural parameters, involving variances and covariances is then performed.   
 
Test 3: Testing for Invariant Factor Variances/Covariances 
The next step involved testing for invariance of factor variances and covariances across 
cohorts.  Given that factor loadings are invariant, equality constraints are retained in the 
following stage of the invariance-testing process.  Table 4.21 shows estimation of a 
constrained ModelBaseline, where factor loadings and variances/covariances are progressively 
constrained, yielding a nonsignificant difference (∆χ2 [∆df = 32] = 28.63, p > .05).   
 
Similar procedures were adopted for ModelMinor and ModelMajor, in which nonsignificant 
differences are observed for both constrained models.  Overall, as indicated by goodness-of-
fit statistics, results reveal that routinization is described by a nine-factor model, in which 
observed measures and structural relations are found to operate equivalently across three 
disruption levels and the experimental groups.  Subsequent sections report invariance-
testing of a latent mean structure of a model of routinized behavior. 
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Table 4.21 Multiple-Group Comparison of the Model of Routinization for No, Minor, and Major Disruptions Across Experimental Groups  
 
Model description 
Experimental groups Comparative 
model 
 
χ2 
 
df 
 
∆χ2 
 
∆df 
 
p 
Behavior under no disruptions [ModelBaseline]        
1. Hypothesized model [Model 1a] [Test 1] EGSC, EGATC, EGRV  893.41 579  - - - 
2. Model 1a with factor loadings constrained equal [Test 2] EGSC, EGATC, EGRV Model 1a 910.83 605   17.42 26 NS 
3. Model 2a with variance/covariance constrained equal [Test 3] EGSC, EGATC, EGRV Model 1a 922.04 611 28.63 32 NS 
        
Behavior following minor disruptions [ModelMinor]        
1. Hypothesized model [Model 1b] [Test 1] EGSC, EGATC, EGRV  882.93 579 - - - 
2. Model 1b with factor loadings constrained equal [Test 2] EGSC, EGATC, EGRV Model 1b 901.94 605 19.01 26 NS 
3. Model 2b with variance/covariance constrained equal [Test 3] EGSC, EGATC, EGRV Model 1b 913.14 611 30.21 32 NS 
        
Behavior following major disruptions [ModelMajor]        
1. Hypothesized model [Model 1c] [Test 1] EGSC, EGATC, EGRV  890.01 579 - - - 
2. Model 1c with factor loadings constrained equal [Test 2] EGSC, EGATC, EGRV Model 1c 920.02 605 30.01 26 NS 
3. Model 2c with variance/covariance constrained equal [Test 3] EGSC, EGATC, EGRV Model 1c 931.24 611 41.23 32 NS 
NOTE:  SC = Situational contexts; ATC = Anticipated temporal conditions; RV = Repetitive value; ∆χ2 = Difference in χ2 values between models; ∆df = Difference in number of degrees of freedom between models; NS = Nonsignificant 
(p > .05). 
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Table 4.22 Multiple-Group Comparison of Two-Group Structured Means Model of Routinized Grocery Shopping Behavior across No, Minor, 
and Major Disruptions 
 Tests of invariance 
of intercepts/ 
regression weights a 
 
Tests of invariance 
of means b 
      
 
Comparative models 
 
χ2 
 
χ2 
Mean 
estimate 
 
SE 
 
t 
 
χ2 (df)  
 
CFI 
 
RMSEA 
General disruption to routinized behavior (n = 612)         
1. No compared with minor disruptions  325.99 439.75 .342 .05 6.39 2.22 (4) 1.000 .000 
2. Minor compared with major disruptions 151.15 300.75 -.679 .06 -10.69 40.10 (4)  .969 .086 
3. No compared with major disruptions 184.88 255.75 -.344 .06 -5.60 31.66 (4) .973 .075 
         
Situational disruption to routinized behavior (n = 205)         
1. No compared with minor disruptions 160.50 218.62 .378 .09 4.27  1.90 (4) 1.000 .000 
2. Minor compared with major disruptions 95.62 146.52 -.063 .09 -.71 c 53.99 (4) .775 .173 
3. No compared with major disruptions 125.40 216.62 .383 .09 4.33 42.30 (4) .798 .153 
         
Temporal disruption to routinized behavior  (n = 203)         
1. No compared with minor disruptions 112.69 178.91 .463 .09 5.22 2.65 (4) 1.000 .000 
2. Minor compared with major disruptions 38.21 340.47 -2.138 .10 -20.67 11.48 (4) .964 .068 
3. No compared with major disruptions 43.80 307.56 -1.691 .11 -15.18 7.71 (4) .975 .048 
         
Instrumental disruption to routinized behavior  (n = 204)        
1. No compared with minor disruptions 82.40 90.23 .179 .10 1.79 c 1.84 (4) 1.000 .000 
2. Minor compared with major disruptions 28.85 60.23 .208 .10 2.11 25.48 (4) .901 .115 
3. No compared with major disruptions 41.05 96.11 .365 .10 3.73 29.48 (4) .855 .125 
NOTE: df = Degrees of freedom; CFI = Comparative Fit Index; RMSEA = Root Mean-Square Error of Approximation; SE = Standard error; t critical value = 1.96 (p < .05); a: Significant relationship (p < .05; df = 9); b: Significant 
relationship (p < .05; df = 11); c: Nonsignificant relationship (p > .05); All other comparisons are statistically significant (p < .05).
 171 
Invariance of Latent Mean Structure  
Repeated Measures Analyses of Routinized Behavior  
Equivalence of the latent mean structure of the construct of routinized behavior (P2-/P3-
/P4-Q2; P2-/P3-/P4-Q3; P2-/P3-/P4-Q4; see Table 4.5 for item descriptions) is also tested.  
Model parameters for routinized behavior are respecified using within-group constraints, 
where regression weights and intercepts are equally fitted to identify differences across 
cohorts and disruptions.  A two-part strategy culminating from Sörbom’s (1974) work was 
adopted to compare latent mean difference, where mean scores of routinized behavior are 
fixed to zero in reference groups and freely estimated in another group (Byrne, 2001).  Figure 
4.7 shows path diagrams of routinized behavior between no (i.e., freely-estimated group) 
and minor disruptions (i.e., reference group), and between minor (i.e., freely-estimated 
group) and major disruptions (i.e., reference group). 
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NOTE: ROUTBEH (NO) = Routinized behavior with no disruptions; ROUTBEH (MINOR) = Routinized behavior following minor disruptions; 
ROUTBEH (MAJOR) = Routinized behavior following major disruptions. 
Figure 4.7 Repeated Measures Path Diagram of Routinized Behavior between No-Minor 
Disruptions and Minor-Major Disruptions 
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Macro Level Perspective of Disruptions 
Invariance testing of latent mean structures considered initially composite routinized 
behaviors (incorporating P2-Q2, P2-Q3, P2-Q4) across no, minor, and major disruptions, 
irrespective of experimental groups (EGSC, EGATC, EGRV).  That is, a macro level perspective 
of disruptions is measured.   
 
First, as shown in Table 4.22, significant differences are observed in intercepts and regression 
weights (χ2 [df = 9; n = 612] = 325.99 [p < .05]), and mean estimates (χ2 [df = 11; n = 612] = 439.75 [p < 
.05]) of routinized behaviors between no and minor disruptions.  Given that latent mean 
parameters were estimated under no disruptions (i.e., baseline), findings indicate that 
routinized behavior under baseline conditions are significantly higher than those treated 
under minor disruptions (t [df = 4] = 6.39 [p < .05]).   
 
Second, significant differences are also demonstrated in intercept and regression weights (χ2 
[df = 9; n = 612] = 151.15 [p < .05]) and mean estimates (χ2 [df = 11; n = 612] = 300.75 [p < .05]) between 
minor and major disruptions.  Routinized behaviors (t [df = 4] = -10.69 [p < .05]) following 
minor disruptions are significantly lower than major interruptions.  Behaviors under no 
disruptions are significantly lower (t [df = 4] = -5.60 [p < .05]) than consequential behaviors 
following major disruptions.   
 
As shown in Figure 4.8 and Table 4.23, mean scores corroborate with latent mean 
comparisons.  Mean scores of routinized behavior under minor disruptions are lower than 
those relating to no and major disruptions (MeanBaseline = 2.13, SDBaseline = .87; MeanMinor = 
1.81, SDMinor = .83; MeanMajor = 2.45, SDMajor = 1.28), suggesting that routines are stronger 
following major disruptions than no or minor disruptive conditions.  These behavioral 
patterns are interesting.  Current macro level perspectives appear to be influenced by the 
unique treatments, where EGATC is exposed to temporal surplus and poverty in lieu of minor 
and major interruptions, as per EGSC and EGRV.  For this reason, only micro level 
perspectives of disruptions are considered. 
 
Micro Level Perspective of Disruptions 
At a micro level (i.e., disruption levels are compared within each experimental group: EGSC, 
EGATC, EGRV), significant differences in intercept, regression weights, and mean scores are 
evident across disruption levels (Table 4.22).  Using weighted CFA factor loadings (Table 
4.16), composite scores for routinized behavior were created for each disruption level.  Apart 
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from baseline levels (i.e., no disruption), experimental groups received unique treatments at 
minor and major disruption levels.  One-way ANOVA results show nonsignificant 
differences between groups at baseline level.  
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Figure 4.8 Profile Plot of Mean Scores of Routinized Behavior across Macro Level No, 
Minor, and Major Disruptions 
 
First, in terms of Situational Contexts, baseline behavioral responses for the cohort are 
significantly higher than minor interruptions (t [df =4] = 4.27 [p < .05]) and following major 
disruptions (t [df = 4] = 4.33 [p < .05]).  There appears to be nonsignificant differences between 
minor-major situational disruptions (t [df = 4] = -.71 [p > .05]).   
 
Second, in relation to Anticipated Temporal Conditions, baseline routines are significantly 
higher than temporal surplus (t [df =4] = 5.22 [p < .05]) but significantly lower following 
temporal poverty (t [df =4] = -15.18 [p < .05]).  Behavioral responses following minor 
disruptions are significantly lower than major interruptions (t [df =4] = -20.67 [p < .05]).   
 
Third, for Repetitive Value, there are nonsignificant differences between baseline behavioral 
responses and minor interruptions (t [df =4] = 1.79 [p > .05]).  Notwithstanding, baseline 
routines are significantly higher than major disruptions (t [df =4] = 3.73 [p < .05]) and 
significantly higher for behavioral responses following minor than major interruptions (t [df 
=4] = 2.11 [p < .05]).   Table 4.23 shows mean scores and standard deviations of routinized 
behaviors following situational, temporal, and instrumental disruptions.  As can be seen in 
Table 4.22, apart from situational minor-major (CFI = .775, RMSEA = .173) and no-major 
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disruptions, respectively (CFI = .798, RMSEA = .153); and instrumental no-major disruptions 
(CFI = .855, RMSEA = .125), there is good model fit across experimental groups and 
disruption conditions.   
 
Table 4.23 Descriptive Statistics of Routinized Behavior (P2-Q2, P2-Q3, P2-Q4) across No, 
Minor, and Major Disruptions (n = 612) 
 No disruption Minor 
disruption k 
Major 
disruption k 
   
 
Routinized behavior 
 
Mean 
 
SD 
 
Mean 
 
SD 
 
Mean 
 
SD 
Wilk’s 
Lambda 
 
F  
 
η2 
MACRO LEVEL PERSPECTIVE OF DISRUPTIONS 
Composite  behavior j 2.13 .87 1.81 .83 2.45 1.28 .65 161.99 a .35 
          
Specific behavior          
 • P2-Q2  2.40 1.34 2.06 1.18 2.48 1.60 .91 31.16 b .09 
 • P2-Q3 1.97 1.16 1.66 1.02 2.39 1.41 .80 78.20 b .20 
 • P2-Q4  2.04 1.01 1.73 .95 2.48 1.37 .78 87.24 b .22 
          
MICRO LEVEL PERSPECTIVE OF DISRUPTIONS 
Composite behavior j following disruptions: 
Situational 2.19 .87 1.84 .77 1.79 .82 .69 46.59 c .32 
 • INT: RISK       1.00 .17 c/m .00 
  • Low risk 2.24 .89 1.86 .85 1.81 .89    
  • High risk 2.16 .86 1.83 .69 1.77 .76    
 • BW: RISK         .26 d/m .00 
           
Temporal 2.01 .86 1.57 .77 3.77 .95 .22 347.03 e .77 
 • INT: RISK       1.00  .07 e/m .00 
  • Low risk 2.13 .84 1.67 .84 3.86 .87    
  • High risk 1.88 .86 1.45 .66 3.66 1.02    
 • BW: RISK         6.76 f .03 
           
Instrumental  2.18 .88 2.02 .88 1.79 .87 .84 19.40 g .16 
 • INT: RISK       1.00 .55 g/m .01 
  • Low risk 2.27 .89 2.07 .87 1.83 .88    
  • High risk 2.03 .86 1.93 .90 1.72 .86    
 • BW: RISK         2.26 h/m .01 
NOTE: RISK = Risk-taking attitudes; Routinized behavior was recoded, with 1 = Weaker routines, 3 = Routine perpetuation, 5 = Stronger routines; 
INT = Interaction effect; BW = Between-subject effect; η2.= Effect size; a: df = 2, 605; b: df = 2, 610; c: df = 2, 202; d: df = 1, 203; e: df = 2, 200; f: df = 1, 
201; g: df = 2, 201; h: df = 1, 202; j: Composite behavior incorporate P2-Q2 = In-store aisles behavior, P2-Q3 = Price comparison initiatives, and P2-
Q4 = Final grocery shopping purchase; k: Temporal disruptions are exposed to temporal surplus and poverty, in place of minor and major 
disruptions levels, respectively; m: Nonsignificant relationship (p > .05); All other comparisons are statistically significant (p < .05). 
 
Using latent growth modeling and trend analyses, the following step considers growth 
model change of behavior, where specific behavioral directions across disruption levels and 
experimental groups are examined.  According to Patterson (1995), it is important to 
understand the nature of change (i.e., qualitative change) and amount of change (i.e., 
quantitative change) in behavioral trajectories.  Latent growth curve models (Tucker, 1958; 
McArdle, 1988; Meredith & Tisak, 1990), incorporating mean structures are adopted initially 
to estimate underlying growth trajectory of routinized behavior across disruption levels.  
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Differences between low and high risk takers, and routinized behavioral responses following 
disruptions are then considered. 
 
Growth Model Change of Routinized Behavior  
Latent Growth Modeling. Figure 4.9 shows a hypothesized latent growth model of 
routinized behavior across three disruption levels (no, minor, major).   
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NOTE: ROUTBEH (NO) = Routinized behavior with no disruptions; ROUTBEH (MINOR) = Routinized behavior following minor disruptions; 
ROUTBEH (MAJOR) = Routinized behavior following major disruptions. 
Figure 4.9 Path Diagram for Latent Growth Model of Routinized Behavior across No, 
Minor, and Major Disruptions 
 
Linear (Y[t] = α + βt + e[t]) and quadratic (Y[t] = α + βt + ct2 + e[t]) models are used to 
estimate growth curve parameters, in which observed measures of routinized behavior (Y) 
varies with time (t), and time specific residuals (e) (Curran, 2000).  According to Ullman and 
Bentler (2004), growth curve models employ intercept (α) and slope (β) parameters, where a 
continuous line that best fits the three observed measures is estimated.  As well, growth 
models estimate mean starting points and mean rate of change, where hypotheses relating to 
rate and shape of change of routinized behavior across disruption levels are addressed.  
Variances are estimated for observed measures, intercept, and slope variables, inferring 
presence or absence of differences in growth across disruptions.  Results of fit indices, 
intercept, and slope scores for linear and quadratic models predicting change in routinized 
behavior are shown in Table 4.24.   
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Table 4.24 Goodness-of-Fit Indices, Intercept, and Slope Scores of Linear and Quadratic Models Predicting Change in Routinized Behavior 
across No, Minor, and Major Disruptions  
 Situational disruption Temporal disruption Instrumental disruption 
 χ2 (df)  CFI TLI RMSEA χ2 (df)  CFI TLI RMSEA χ2 (df)  CFI TLI RMSEA 
Linear change 15.24 (1) .954 .862 .264 253.96 (1) .000 -5.80 1.119 .60 (1) a 1.000 1.005 .000 
 • Intercepts             
  • Mean 2.11    1.83    2.19    
  • Variances .42    .11 a    .59    
 • Slope             
  • Mean -.20    .45    -.19    
  • Variances -.06 a    -.64    .08    
 • Covariance .04 a    .15 a    -.09 a    
             
Quadratic change 68.50 (1) .782 .346 .575 5.29 (1) .962 .885 .146 19.04 (1) .919 .757 .298 
 • Intercepts             
  • Mean 1.93    1.55    2.11    
  • Variances .45    .51    .49    
 • Slope             
  • Mean -.04    .55    -.06    
  • Variances -.02 a    .08    -.02 a    
 • Covariance -.01 a    -.12    .00 a    
NOTE: a: Nonsignificant relationship (p > .05); All other comparisons are statistically significant (p < .05).  
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For situational disruptions, fit indices suggest that a linear change (χ2 [df = 1] = 15.24 [p = .00], 
CFI = .954, TLI = .862, RMSEA = .264) is more appropriate, though not optimal, in fitting the 
model to data, than a quadratic change (χ2 [df = 1] = 68.50 [p = .00], CFI = .782, TLI = .346, 
RMSEA = .575).  Similar patterns are observed for instrumental disruptions, where a linear 
component (χ2 [df = 1] = .60 [p = .44], CFI = 1.000, TLI = 1.005, RMSEA = .000) is better fitting 
than a quadratic model (χ2 [df = 1] = 19.04 [p = .00], CFI = .919, TLI = .757, RMSEA = .298).  In 
contrast, a quadratic model (χ2 [df = 1] = 5.29 [p = .00], CFI = .962, TLI = .885, RMSEA = .146) is 
significant for temporal interruptions.   
 
Most variances and covariances for linear and quadratic intercept and slope coefficients are 
significant (p < .05).  Results demonstrate that participants differ significantly in baseline 
behavioral responses and rate of change across no, minor, and major disruptions.  Apart 
from temporal interruptions, covariances between intercept and slope factors are 
nonsignificant.   
 
Trend Analyses.  Figure 4.10 shows profile plots of situational, temporal, and instrumental 
routinized grocery shopping behaviors across three disruption levels.  Trend analyses 
involving polynomial contrasts (Howell, 2002) were conducted to validate latent growth 
analyses results of linear and quadratic behavioral changes across disruption levels.   
 
MajorMinorNo
Disruption Levels
4.00
3.50
3.00
2.50
2.00
1.50
M
ea
ns
 o
f R
ou
tin
iz
ed
 B
eh
av
io
r
RV DIsruption
ATC Disruption
SC Disruption
LEGEND
 
NOTE: SC = Situational Contexts; ATC = Anticipated Temporal Conditions; RV = Repetitive Value. 
Figure 4.10 Profile Plot of Mean Scores of Routinized Behavior Across No, Minor, and 
Major Disruptions for EGSC, EGATC, and EGRV 
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For situational interruptions, polynomial contrasts suggest that a linear change (F[df1 = 1, df2 = 
203] = 78.62 [p < .05], η2 = .28) fits better than a quadratic change (F[df1 = 1, df2 = 203] = 15.85 [p < 
.05], η2 = .07).  Similarly, behavioral responses following instrumental disruptions is best 
represented by linear progression (F[df1 = 1, df2 = 202] = 13.54 [p < .05], η2 = .16).   For temporal 
disruptions, both linear (F[df1 = 1, df2 = 201] = 541.84 [p < .05], η2 = .73) and quadratic (F[df1 = 1, df2 = 
201] = 504.98 [p < .05], η2 = .72) changes are appropriate in modeling routinized behavior, 
demonstrating that routinized behaviors rise and fall between disruption levels.   
 
Behavioral Differences between Low and High Risk Takers 
 
As shown in Table 4.23 and Figure 4.11, there are nonsignificant interaction effects between 
disruption levels and experimental groups across low and high risk-takers.  Variability in 
mean scores is considerably small (Cohen, 1988), suggesting that total variance in 
consequential behavior following interruptions is hardly explained by risk-taking levels 
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996).  Nonetheless, results of between-subjects effects demonstrate 
that routinized behavior significantly differs across temporal disruptions (F[df1 = 1, df2 = 201] = 
6.76 [p < .05], η2 = .03).   
 
Testing for Common Method Bias: Social Desirability 
 
Results were tested for social desirability bias (SDB) (Crowne & Marlowe, 1960).  As shown 
in Tables 4.11, 4.12 and 4.13, EFA results reveal low or nonsignificant correlations (Cohen 
1988) between current scales and SDB measures (-.07 < r <.09).  SEM procedures were also 
adopted to test for common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003; Spector, 2006).  Figure 4.12 
and Table 4.25 show the structural model tested for social desirability on routinized 
behavior, revealing poor model fit (χ2/df = 5.35 [p = .00], AGFI = .843, CFI = .764, RMR = 
.062, RMSEA = .084).  Path coefficients are nonsignificant (p > .05) with low regression 
weights ranging from -.07 to .03.  Present indications thus, suggest no evidence of social 
desirability.   
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NOTE: SC = Situational Contexts; ATC = Anticipated Temporal Conditions; RV = Repetitive Value. 
Figure 4.11 Profile Plots of Routinized Behavior Across No, Minor, and Major Disruptions 
for Low and High Risk-Takers 
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Table 4.25 Fit Indices, Standardized Path Coefficients, Standard Errors, and Critical 
Values of Constructs in the Structural Model Testing for Social Desirability Bias (n = 612) 
 Model fit 
Variable χ2 /df (p) AGFI  CFI RMR RMSEA Stand 
βs 
SE t 
SDB structural model  5.35 (.00) .843 .764 .062 .084    
          
ROUTBEH (NO)         
 • P2-Q2      -.01 .26 -.13 
 • P2-Q3      -.02 .22 -.31 
 • P2-Q4      -.01 .20 -.19 
          
ROUTBEH (MINOR)         
 • P3-Q2      .03 .23 .56 
 • P3-Q3      -.01 .20 -.14 
 • P3-Q4      -.01 .18 -.15 
          
ROUTBEH (MAJOR)         
 • P4-Q2      -.04 .31 -.84 
 • P4-Q3      -.06 .27 -1.11 
 • P4-Q4      -.07 .27 -1.38 
NOTE: ROUTBEH = Routinized behavior following no, minor, and major disruptions; SDB = Social desirability bias; df = Degrees of freedom; 
AGFI = Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index; CFI = Comparative Fit Index; RMR = Root Mean-Square Residual; RMSEA = Root Mean-Square Error of 
Approximation; β = Structural parameter estimates; SE = Standard error; t critical value = 1.96, where all relationships were nonsignificant (p > 
.05). 
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P2-Q4P2-Q3P2-Q2
1
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P3-Q4P3-Q3P3-Q2
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SOCIAL DESIRABILITY
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NOTE: ROUTBEH (NO) = Routinized behavior with no disruptions; ROUTBEH (MINOR) = Routinized behavior following minor disruptions; 
ROUTBEH (MAJOR) = Routinized behavior following major disruptions. 
Figure 4.12 Structural Equation Model Testing for Social Desirability Bias on Routinized 
Behavior  
 
The following section provides an overall summary of findings, comparing the present 
findings with extant research.  Limitations and implications of this study are also discussed. 
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DISCUSSION 
 
The present discussion centers on four research questions: RQ1, RQ2, RQ3, and RQ4 as 
described below, and associated propositions.  The section begins by discussing descriptive 
characteristics of participants, assessing quality of the profile sample.  Key components of the 
structural model of routinization in grocery shopping behavior are then discussed, followed 
by effects of disruptions on routinized behavior.  The chapter ends by addressing 
implications, including research, theoretical, and practical contributions of Study 2, as well as 
inherent limitations associated with the current research.   
 
Study 2 characterizes routines by developing a structural model of how consumers develop 
and maintain their routines (i.e., routinization) over time.  Principally, this study aims to 
establish whether routines interrelate with goal-centeredness, situational contexts, 
anticipated temporal conditions, repetitive value, personal values, and risk-taking attitudes.  
This investigation also examines effects of disruptions (no, minor, major), also referred to as 
interruptions, on routinized behaviors.  
 
RQ1: What are the Key Components Supporting a Model of Routinization?  
 
Present findings support the validity of a conceptual model through SEM procedures.  
Adjustments to the proposed measurement and structural model, including choice of items 
and relationships between constructs (e.g., unidirectional correlations between goal-
centeredness and situational contexts) are made.  Nine of the 11 proposed relationships in 
the structural model of routinization are statistically significant (Table 4.17).  This section 
begins by discussing the overall model fit by considering four key themes (i.e., goal-
centeredness, situational contexts, anticipated temporal conditions, repetitive value) of 
routinized behavior, including associations with risk-taking attitudes and personal values.  
Nonsignificant relationships in the overall model are also discussed.  The ensuing discussion 
deals with effects of minor and major disruptions on routinized behavior.   
 
Overall Fit of the Structural Model of Routinization 
 
The proposed structural model appears to demonstrate sound model fit.  As previously 
mentioned, two thirds of proposed relationships are supported.  Routinized grocery 
shopping behavior can be explained by four distinct components: goal-centeredness, 
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situational contexts, anticipated temporal conditions, and repetitive value.  Goal-
centeredness is directly influenced by personal values of self-direction/achievement, 
enjoyment, and maturity.  Risk-taking attitudes impact routinized behaviors.  This nine-
model component lends credence to distinctions previously advanced (Bagozzi & Dholakia, 
1999; Brotherton, 2000; Bargh & Barndollar, 1996).  Five principal findings relating to the 
structural model of routinization warrant further discussion.   
 
Goal-Centeredness, Situational and Temporal Conditions, and Instrumentality of 
Repetition Support Routines 
P1a : Goal-centeredness is associated positively with routine maintenance 
   
P2a : Situational contexts are associated positively with routine maintenance 
   
P3a : Anticipated temporal conditions are associated positively with routine maintenance 
   
P4a : Repetitive value is associated positively with routine maintenance 
 
In line with findings emanating from Study 1, Study 2 supports P1a, P2a, and P4a.  Although 
present results fail to support P3a in the structural model of routinization, this construct is 
considered within the context of good model fit (Holmes-Smith, 2002) and literature (Knight, 
1999; Brotherton, 2001).  Discussion about nonsignificant associations with anticipated 
temporal conditions are expounded in latter sections.  Assessment of measurement models 
demonstrates good representation between indicators and latent constructs, with most scales 
displaying acceptable levels of construct reliability.  Relationships in measurement models 
are significant, where a satisfactory proportion of variance is explained (Table 4.16). 
 
Inspection of parameter estimates demonstrates that consumers are goal-centered.  Goals 
extend consumer efforts in pursuing routines.  Consumers organize situational and temporal 
conditions to orient ongoing activities, which are repeated for instrumental reasons.  This 
study presupposes close associations between goal-centeredness and goal commitment, 
defined as a determination to reach goals (Locke & Latham, 1990), both of which appear to 
influence willingness and effort levels in achieving grocery shopping goals.  Although this 
study does not consider goal setting issues, current results support the presence of goal-
centeredness and commitment, which axiomatically results in goal setting.  According to 
Bagozzi and Dholakia (1999), goal setting involves decision-making processes ... address[ing] two 
broad questions: What are the goals I can pursue, and why do I want or not want to pursue them? (p. 
19).  Thus, it is questionable whether routines exist without the presence, commitment, and 
setting of goals.  This contention forms the basis of a conceptual definition emanating from 
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this study that routines are goal-directed repetitive behavioral enactments.  The presupposed 
value of goals confirms the functional nature of routinized behaviors.  Goals have to be 
deemed valuable before they are heavily pursued.   
 
Present findings of goal-directed behavior are not novel in their contribution, however they 
support studies (Bagozzi & Dholakia, 1999; Bargh & Barndollar, 1996; Triandis, 1977; Betsch 
et al., 2002) suggesting that consumer behaviors are goal-directed and that routines are 
purposive (Howard & Sheth, 1969; Alderson, 1965).  Routinized consumer behaviors are 
enacted to reach end points, where behavioral actions are directed.  Concurring with 
Perugini and Conner (2000), this study confirms the practicality and instrumentality of 
behaviors.  Instead of intrinsic pleasantness or easiness, behaviors are selected for anticipated 
conduciveness in achieving underlying goals.  Current perspectives also augment the views 
(Bagozzi, 1992; Heckhausen & Gollwitzer, 1987) that goal-centered consumer behavior 
begins with goal setting.  Consistent with Quinn and Wood (2004), current findings suggest 
that routines are performed for positive repetitive value.  Within the context of habits, Wood, 
Quinn, and Neal (2005a) found that habitual behaviors reflect cognitive and motivational 
reasoning under repetitive conditions.  On the whole, present findings extend extant 
research (Ratneshwar et al., 2000; Perugini & Bagozzi, 2001) by validating the contribution of 
goals, situational and temporal facets (Brotherton, 2001), and repetitive utility (Knight, 1999) 
of behavioral routinization.   
 
Goal-Centeredness Influences Situational, Temporal, and Instrumental Aspects of 
Routines 
P2b : Goal-centeredness is associated with situational contexts 
   
P3b : Goal-centeredness is associated with anticipated temporal conditions 
   
P4b : Goal-centeredness is associated with repetitive value 
 
Supporting P2b, P3b, and P4b, current results indicate significant associations between goal-
centeredness and three key constructs of routinization: situational contexts, anticipated 
temporal conditions, and repetitive value.  This finding demonstrates that goals and routines 
are adaptive mechanisms catering towards efficient utilization of consumer resources, 
working in tandem with environments.  Resolved through situational and temporal 
specifications, current directions suggest that routines are behavioral solutions to goal 
predicaments and scarce resources.   
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In terms of relative strength between goal-centeredness and associated factors, results 
indicate that goals have largest impact on repetitive value (e.g., familiarity with 
consideration set and grocery provider), followed then by situational and temporal 
conditions.  Patterns suggest that goals are associated closely with instrumentality of 
recurrent performance, insinuating that routinized grocery shopping behaviors are 
purposeful and processed logically.  These associations are interesting considering that 
instrumentality of routines is usually evoked following establishment of situational and 
temporal correlations (Guiltinan & Monroe, 1980; East et al., 1994).   
 
Using SEM procedures, present findings advance existing studies (Brotherton, 2001) on 
consumer routines in suggesting associations between goals, environments, and repetitive 
value.  In line with script theory (Abelson, 1981; Schank & Abelson, 1977), current 
contentions agree that consumers do not enter situations completely unprepared.  Instead, 
goals associated with environments are identified before relevant actions are taken.  The 
notion that environments trigger routinized behaviors and goals support research 
(Chartrand & Bargh, 1999) on perception-behavior links, where perceiving a prior action 
increases likelihood of performing similar actions.  According to Chartrand and Bargh 
(1999), environments can influence behavior even with low awareness levels, intentions, and 
control.  Research (Bargh, 1990; Bargh & Gollwitzer, 1994; Shiffrin & Dumais, 1981) shows 
that recurring goals are linked in memory to a particular situation, of which entering similar 
environments automatically triggers goals and behaviors.  Bargh and colleagues (2001) 
found interactions between goal representations and consequential behavior, claiming that 
environmental simulations do not work in isolation, but rather operate in tandem.  Although 
studies (Alba & Hutchinson, 1987; Bozinoff & Roth, 1983; Bagozzi & Dholakia, 1999) suggest 
deceleration of conscious processing in repetitive consumer behavior over time, this study 
advocates that routines are adaptive and thus, purposive.   
 
Instrumentality of Repetition Reinforces Situational and Temporal Aspects of 
Routines  
P4c : Repetitive value is associated with situational contexts 
   
P4d : Repetitive value is associated with anticipated temporal conditions 
 
Present results demonstrate that positive repetitive value can emanate from routinization. 
Confirming P4c and P4d, instrumentality of repetition gives rise to the reenactment of 
situational and temporal stipulations.  While repetitive values motivate behavioral 
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replication, they also support performance conditions.  Repetitive value supports specific 
actions, including choice of in-store shopping routes, and broader behavioral actions, such as 
shopping schedules and activities preceding and following shopping responsibilities.  
Designated behavioral contexts are thus chosen as fitting raison d'êtres for shopping under 
appropriate conditions.   
 
Although routinized consumer behaviors can be automatic (Bozinoff & Roth, 1983), routines 
are also processed objectively.  Guiltinan and Monroe (1980) associated temporal 
perspectives in shopping routines as strategies governing behavior.  Cotte (1998) suggested 
that time orientations are situation-specific.  In organizational literature, Orlikowski and 
Yates (2002) suggested that people make sense of, regulate, coordinate, and account for their 
activities through the temporal structures they recurrently enact (p. 686).  This view of time 
suggests that time and situations are constructed relatively on individual reasoning and 
pragmatism.  Present contentions however, are based only on grocery shopping behaviors.  
Generalizability of findings to other domains in consumer behavior requires further 
investigation.  
 
Partly supporting Study 1, analysis of repetitive values reveals five main benefits associated 
with routinized grocery shopping behavioral patterns.  Specifically, these values involve (1) 
satisfaction with current options and providers; (2) convenience of continuing with familiar 
choices; (3) familiarity and expertise; (4) initial investments, or sunk costs, in learning 
routinized grocery shopping patterns; and (5) involvement with shopping arrangements.  
Studies 1 and 2 suggest that consumers routinize for reasons endorsing repetition (e.g., 
satisfaction, convenience, familiarity) rather than reasons that impose replication (e.g., sunk 
cost, involvement).  Consumers also routinize grocery shopping patterns for prosocial 
reasons, such as for the welfare of others (e.g., helpfulness, loving) (Kamakura & Novak, 
1992; Eisenberg & Mussen, 1989).  In addition to personal benefits, routinized grocery 
shopping behaviors cater for external reinforcement.  Future studies might aim to explore 
this issue further.   
 
Literature (Westbrook & Black, 1985; Geuens, Brengman, & Jegers, 2001) stresses that grocery 
shopping acts as a means of satisfying personal needs for hedonic, experiential, and 
recreational motivations.  However, grocery shopping is also performed for social reasons, 
providing opportunities to see and be seen by others (Oakley, 1974; Dawson, Bloch, & 
Ridgway, 1990).  Lunt and Livingstone (1992) observed that as a grocery shopper, one is both 
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performer and spectator … it is seeing and being seen, meeting and being met, a way of interacting 
with others (p. 189).  Dholakia (1999) postulated that grocery shopping activities provide 
reinforcement from household and family members, supporting current contentions that 
routinized grocery shopping is at times performed for the benefits of others.  Behavioral 
learning theory (Rothschild & Gaidis, 1981) advocates that behaviors are repeated when 
reinforced.  Routines in grocery shopping, by and large, involve personal and private 
activities (Brotherton, 2001).  Albeit, routines are also enacted for prosocial reasons when 
reinforced and appreciated by significant others.   
 
Impact of Risk-Taking Attitudes on Goal-Centeredness 
P1b : Risk-taking attitudes are associated with routinized behavior 
 
In line with Study 1, findings of Study 2 confirm P1b.  Inspection of parameter estimates 
demonstrates that risk-taking and experimental attitudes influence consumers’ grocery 
shopping patterns.  Although there are nonsignificant behavioral differences following 
disruptions between low and high risk-takers (Figure 4.11), significant path relationships 
between the two factors demonstrate that risk-taking attitudes can potentially influence 
routinized behaviors.  This study supports investigators (Fazio, 1986; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; 
Eagly & Chaiken, 1993) claiming that attitudes prescribe behavioral enactment.  In the 
context of natural food shopping, Homer and Kahle (1988) found strong relations between 
attitudes and behaviors.  When encountering familiar decision making circumstances, 
relatively early researchers (Lindley, 1971; Arrow, 1965) indicated that routinized decisions 
are maintained owing to smaller risks involved in contrast to novel choices.  In regard to 
consumer decision-making, Roselius (1971) and Taylor (1974) claimed that consumers 
develop and use risk-reducing strategies such as brand loyalty and other repetitive 
behavioral decisions.   
 
Utilizing SEM methods, a number of studies (Jayawardhena, 2004; Homer & Kahle, 1988; 
Shim & Eastlick, 1998) demonstrate significant relationships within a hierarchy of personal 
values, attitude, and behavior.  Although this study did not examine interactions between 
personal values and attitudes, current findings demonstrate significant associations between 
risk-taking attitudes and behavior.  As research (Horton & Horton, 1991; McCarty & Shrum, 
1993; Shim & Eastlick, 1998; Beatty et al., 1985) acknowledges the mediating role of values on 
consumer attitudes and behaviors, investigators might consider exploring hierarchical 
relationships using the current conceptualization of routinized grocery shopping behavior.   
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Personal Values Relevant to Grocery Shopping Routines 
P1c : Personal values are associated with goal-centeredness 
 
This study shows that higher level goals, known as personal values, have distinct 
dimensions important in goal setting and behavioral tendencies.  Although current findings 
fail to support P1c in the structural model of routinization, the construct of personal values is 
discussed given good model fit (Holmes-Smith, 2002).  Nonsignificant associations between 
personal values and goal-centeredness are reviewed in latter sections of the present thesis.  
Assessing measurement models relating to personal values, all relationships are significant 
(Table 4.16).  Factor analyses reveal three dimensions: Self-Direction/Achievement, Enjoyment, 
and Maturity, of the nine values constituting the List of Values (LOV) (Kahle, 1983).  
Although the LOV (Kahle, 1983) was considered the most appropriate measure of personal 
values for the current study owing to its parsimonious nature (Beatty et al., 1985), two 
personal values involving Security and Self-Respect, were removed from the final structural 
model based on SEM results.  Other studies should examine application of both items in 
other routinized grocery shopping aspects, such as store selection and loyalty.  
 
Study 2 shows that consumers are inclined to personal grocery shopping values that develop 
warm relationships with others and create a sense of belonging, representing Maturity 
values.  Importance of these values suggests that people regard grocery shopping activities 
as a means of building rapport.  Notwithstanding, results might be influenced by sample 
characteristics, where majority of respondents are married and cohabitating.  Given that 
most respondents are experienced shoppers, shopping for at least four years, implications of 
providing for others might be more important when compared with others with less grocery 
shopping experience, or who live alone (Schwartz & Bilsky, 1987).  Subsequent to Maturity 
values, Self-Direction/Achievement motives, including being well-respected, self-fulfillment, 
and sense of accomplishment are also important grocery shopping values.  Current trends 
suggest that consumers shop with an aim to gratify independent capacities for decision-
making.  These results are not surprising as grocery shopping generally involves utilizing 
limited resources (e.g., finance, time, effort), coinciding with the environment.  Performing 
grocery shopping routines efficiently is in itself an achievement.  Interestingly, Enjoyment 
values are least considered.  Taken altogether, this investigation suggests that Maturity and 
Self-Direction/Achievement values are important predictors of grocery shopping, serving both 
individual and collective interests (Kamakura & Novak, 1992).  
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The three identified dimensions of personal values are consistent with Kamakura and 
Novak’s (1992) categorization that values can be classified according to motivational 
domains.  This grouping is in line with Schwartz and Bilsky’s (1987) classification that 
achievement and self-direction domains are contiguous.  Findings also support Schwartz and 
Bilsky’s (1992) claim that maturity and enjoyment domains occupy opposite positions in 
individual value systems, with maturity-related values representing goals people actively 
work to attain.  This research is in accord with claims (Bloch & Bruce, 1984; Babin et al., 1994) 
that consumers shop with utilitarian views, aiming to complete shopping activities 
efficiently and in a timely manner.   
 
The ensuing discussion identifies two findings relating to nonsignificant associations 
between constructs in the structural model.  Assessment of variance extracted scores reveals 
that only four out of nine constructs contain indicators accounted for by individual 
constructs.  Perchance, this outcome contributes to the following nonsignificant results.   
 
Nonsignificant Associations Related to the Structural Model of Routinization 
 
P3a : Anticipated temporal conditions are associated positively with routine maintenance 
 
First, current results fail to support P3a that anticipated temporal conditions are associated 
positively with routine maintenance.  Studies (Brotherton, 2001; Herrington & Capella, 1995) 
demonstrate impact of temporal conditions on routinization, providing foundational 
understanding on effects of time pressures.  Literature (Schwanen & Dijst, 2003) claims that 
people develop time windows and time budgets on shopping time, driving them to apply 
routines within respective temporal conditions.   In the same way, researchers in 
organizational literature (Clark, 1990) and social theory (Giddens, 1984) refer to the 
instantiation of time through temporal structuring, within which people reproduce temporal 
structures to orient and shape ongoing activities (Orlikowski & Yates, 2002, p. 685).  This 
study draws on similar contentions, that individuals routinely use common temporal 
structures enacted previously to organize ongoing practices.  However, present findings fail 
to support literature (Orlikowski & Yates, 2002; Brotherton, 2001).  Perhaps, findings might 
be attributed to low construct reliability and variance extracted of the current routinized 
behavior and anticipated temporal condition scales, suggesting that indicators might not be 
truly representative of the latent construct (Hair et al., 1995).  With the exception of one scale 
item, two indicators for anticipated temporal conditions were adapted from Reich and 
Zautra (1991).  Clearly, further investigation of this proposed relationship is needed.   
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P1c : Personal values are associated with goal-centeredness 
 
Second, present findings do not fully support P1c.  Surprisingly, SEM results indicate lack of 
relational agreement among the three dimensions of personal values (i.e., self-
direction/achievement, enjoyment, maturity) and goal-centeredness at recommended 
significance levels (Hair et al., 1995).  Pieters, Baumgartner, and Allen (1995) considered 
consumption as means to achieving important values in goal-directed consumer behavior.  
Studies (Bandura, 1989; Carver & Scheier, 1981) suggest that goal structures comprise a series 
of subgoals, ranging from low-to-high level goals.  Concept of goal hierarchies (Vallacher & 
Wegner, 1985; Schwartz, 1992) support current research propositions, suggesting that low 
level goals explain operational aspects of behavior (i.e., how of behavior) and high level goals 
consider motives for pursuing behavior (i.e., why of behavior).  Although investigators 
(Aaker, 2000; Kamakura & Novak, 1992; Richins, 1994) agree that the role between abstract 
values and specific consumer attitudes, goals, and behaviors is largely understudied, current 
findings fail to support these links.   
 
A possible explanation of current disparities with literature stems from methodological 
issues of SEM procedures, which considers both observed and unobserved variables 
including common factors and measurement errors (Klem, 2000).  Unlike classical statistical 
analyses (e.g., ANOVA, regression), SEM explores and evaluates measurement error effects 
(Stevens, 1996).  Jöreskog and Sörbom (1989) showed that changes in error variances are 
capable of changing parameter estimates of structural models.  Current implications open 
doors in using other methodological alternatives for data analyses.  Another possible reason 
for nonsignificant associations between values and goal-centeredness is the omission of 
intentions, as suggested by the Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980; 
Bagozzi, Yi, & Baumgartner, 1990).  This disparate finding is also possibly ascribed to how 
personal values and goals are assessed (Jolibert & Baumgartner, 1997), of which terms 
applied to measure values could be polysemous if not associated with more precise terms.  
This assumption concurs with pilot testing feedback where respondents reported difficulties 
in relating individual personal values to grocery shopping behaviors.  Following Jolibert and 
Baumgartner’s (1997) suggestions, future research should consider carefully delineating 
personal values in complete and detailed versions when maximizing their capabilities in 
research.  As well, future investigators should take into account the notion of self-generated 
validity (Chandon, Morwitz, & Reinartz, 2005) when measuring intentions.   
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Within the context of the Research Questions 2 and 3, the next section addresses issues on 
invariance testing of the model of routinization.  Using multi-group analyses, this study 
initially addresses adequacy of a factorial/covariance structural model of routinization 
(Figure 4.6) across three experimental groups: (EGSC, EGATC, EGRV) and three disruption 
levels: no (ModelBaseline), minor (ModelMinor), and major (ModelMajor).  Subsequent sections 
discuss invariance of latent mean structures across disruption levels. 
 
 
RQ2 and RQ3: Does the extent of disruption conditions and disruption levels 
impact differently on a model of routinization?  
 
Consistent with suggested procedures (Jöreskog, 1971; Byrne, 2001), testing for invariance 
begins by establishing multi-group baseline models across the present experimental groups.  
Present findings show that the nine factors comprising the hypothesized model have 
acceptable fit, remaining equally important across situational, temporal, and instrumental 
experimental groups.  Factor structures, loadings, and variances/covariances are consistent 
across no, minor, and major interruptions.  Considering the invariant factorial/covariance 
structure, this study shows that consumer routinization following disruptions is supported 
by nine-factors: routinized behavior, goal-centeredness (Bettman, 1979), situational contexts 
(Brotherton, 2001), anticipated temporal conditions (Bargh & Gollwitzer, 1994), repetitive 
value (Knight, 1999), risk-taking attitudes (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975), and personal values: self-
direction/achievement, enjoyment, maturity (Homer & Kahle, 1988).   
 
Given the stability of the factorial/covariance structure across disruption levels, the next step 
involved testing the equality of latent mean structures.  Findings shows that intercept values, 
regression weights, and mean scores of routinized behaviors are significantly different across 
no, minor, and major disruptions.  The ensuing discussion draws inferences on the impact of 
situational, temporal, and instrumental interruptions on routines, drawing parallels and 
distinctions, where appropriate with existing literature.  Rather than discussing disruptions 
from macro level perspectives, specific disruption types (i.e., situational versus temporal 
versus instrumental) are considered.  
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RQ4: Given that behavior is goal-centered, what are the effects of no, minor, and 
major disruptions on routinized grocery shopping behavior? 
 
Situational Disruptions 
 
P5a : Goal-centered routinized behavioral responses differ significantly between no and minor 
situational disruptions 
   
P5b : Goal-centered routinized behavioral responses differ significantly between minor and 
major situational disruptions 
 
Figure 4.13 shows change patterns of goal-directed routinized behavior following 
interruptions.  Consistent with P5a, baseline behavioral scores are significantly higher than 
those following both minor and major disruptions, culminating in weaker routinized 
behaviors.  Although focal goals to shop sufficiently for weekly household groceries remain 
unmodified, low level goals (e.g., P2-Q2: Aisles movement, P2-Q3: Price comparisons, P2-Q4: 
Openness to other options) are adjusted to match situational disruptions.  Whilst low level 
goals might initially involve sticking to shopping lists, stock-out situations drive shoppers to 
consider other alternatives.  Context of choice alternatives (e.g., in-store displays) can impact 
consequential behavior.   
 
  SC Disruption ATC Disruption RV Disruption 
Stronger  BehaviorNo BehaviorPoverty BehaviorNo 
    
 BehaviorMinor BehaviorNo BehaviorMinor 
    
 
 
ROUTINIZED 
BEHAVIOR 
Weaker BehaviorMajor BehaviorSurplus BehaviorMajor 
NOTE: SC = Situational contexts; ATC = Anticipated temporal conditions; RV = Repetitive value; BehaviorNo = Behavior with no disruptions; 
BehaviorMinor = Behavior following minor disruptions; BehaviorMajor = Behavior following major disruptions. 
              = Weaker routinized behavior  
              = Stronger routinized behavior 
              = Nonsignificant relationships (p > .05); All other relationships significant (p < .05) 
 
Figure 4.13 Strength of Routinized Behavior Following No, Minor, and Major Disruptions 
 
This research supports studies (Knight, 1999; Schank & Abelson, 1977) indicating that goal-
directed routines are dynamic and context- or script-dependent.  In line with Hollenbeck and 
Klein (1987), goals, and associated goal commitments, can be influenced by situational 
constraints.  Behavioral decision researchers (Bettman, 1979; Bettman et al., 1998) claim that 
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consumers adapt existing goals to environmental features, such as considering available 
alternatives under stock-out situations.  According to Huffman, Ratneshwar, and Mick 
(2000), while macro environmental factors (e.g., cultural, social) shape high level goals (e.g., 
life theme, values), micro components (e.g., social, spatial, temporal) tend to guide low levels 
goals.   
 
The dynamic nature of goals, situations, and routinized behaviors indicate that conflicts and 
inconsistencies can occur, where disruption scenarios are either avoided or approached 
(Einhorn & Hogarth, 1988).  Current findings converge with goal conflict theory (Einhorn & 
Hogarth, 1988; Bettman et al., 1998; Keeney, 1988) that consumers frequently adapt to 
situational clashes with underlying goals through conflict-avoidance or -approach.  Tversky, 
Sattath, and Slovic (1988) claimed that non-resolution of conflicts is achievable by ignoring 
goal incoherence, or through routine perpetuation.  However, instead of avoiding or 
ignoring conflict, conflict-approach via routine digression (i.e., respondents report 
purchasing other alternatives) occurs following situational disruptions.  This position 
supports coherence theory (Thagard & Millgram, 1995; Thagard, 2000), suggesting that 
decision making is based on assessment of overall coherence between actions and goals.  The 
purpose of coherence-based reasoning is to identify accepted and rejected considerations 
weighted against positive (i.e., coherence) and negative constraints (i.e., incoherence). 
 
Despite significant differences between no and minor interruptions, findings fail to support 
P5b.  Nonsignificant results can be explained through prospect theory (Kahneman & 
Tversky, 1979; Tversky & Kahneman, 1992), where choices are constantly evaluated 
according to decision programs.  It appears that minor and major disruptions are evaluated 
with similar severity, thus resulting in nonsignificant behavioral differences.  Kahneman and 
Tversky (1979) claimed that behavioral choices are based on dominant prospects (e.g., point-
of-purchase displays, sale items) or by comparing framed prospects (e.g., competitor 
products).  Considering the responsiveness of routines to situational disruptions, to what 
degree are routines transferable following interruptions?  Do situational disruptions impact 
higher level goals, such as personal values? As well, does routine frequency influence 
routine strength following interruptions?  Betsch, Fiedler, and Brinkmann (1998) found that 
associations between situational contexts and behavioral option increases as a function of 
relative frequency and intensity.   
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Temporal Disruptions 
 
P5c : Goal-centered routinized behavioral responses differ significantly between no and temporal 
surplus disruptions 
   
P5d : Goal-centered routinized behavioral responses differ significantly between temporal 
surplus and poverty disruptions 
 
Confirming P5c and P5d, behavioral responses are significantly different between no 
interruptions, temporal surplus, and poverty conditions.  While routinized behaviors are 
stronger with temporal poverty, routines are weaker with temporal surplus, suggesting that 
behavioral modification is more likely to occur with fewer time constrains.  Although focal 
goals to shop sufficiently for weekly household meals remain invariant throughout temporal 
interruptions, low level goals (e.g., speed up shopping in order to avoid visiting guests 
having to wait) change dynamically according to temporal environments, subsequently 
influencing ensuing behaviors.  As a case in point, time deprived consumers simplify 
routines by processing information quicker than usual.  Instead of walking down full length 
of selected aisles, time impoverished consumers walk up to specific aisle points only, where 
desired items are located.  These adaptable characteristics are also observed with temporal 
surplus, where significant routine deviation occurs.  It appears that with decreasing temporal 
risks, consumers consider temporal surplus circumstances as exploratory opportunities.  
Supplementary goals (e.g., to fulfill novelty- and/or variety-seeking tendencies) transpire in 
relation to anticipated temporal conditions, suggesting that routinization does not always 
eliminate search and learning efforts. 
 
Routines act as effective strategies to minimize cognitive costs under temporal constraints.  
Supporting behavioral decision theory (Bettman, 1979; Bettman et al., 1998; Betsch et al., 
2004), this study postulates that consumer choice processes are contingent on contextual 
features, including time.  Current findings are in line with literature (Beach & Mitchell, 1978; 
Payne et al., 1993; Edland & Svenson, 1993) suggesting that time pressed consumers rely on 
existing dominant response strategies, such as routines, to make prompt decisions.  
Behavioral responses under temporal pressures stipulate that consumers are cognitive 
misers rather than decision optimizers (Hogarth, 1987; Wright, 1974; Payne et al., 1988; 
Svenson & Maule, 1993).  Interestingly, Zellmer-Bruhn (1999) found that effects of time 
pressure did not support adoption of routines within groups.  Different interactions possibly 
exist between time pressure and behavior across group and individual levels.  Individual 
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behaviors are apparently more likely to follow keep-to-prior-choice (Betsch et al., 1999, p. 152) 
strategies under time constraints than group behaviors.   
 
Hitherto, literature (Payne et al., 1993; Svenson & Maule, 1993) emphasized the role of 
routines as effortless strategies taken to attenuate time pressures.  Research (Payne et al., 
1993; Betsch et al., 1999) rarely considers impact of temporal surplus on routinized behaviors 
with no baseline constraints.  The present investigation draws distinctions from March and 
Simon (1993) that routines do not result in overall elimination of search efforts, thinking, and 
deliberation.  It appears that consumers with surplus time invest additional resources (e.g., 
cognitive, time, monetary) in decision making processes.  Referring to the psychology of 
complication process (Howard & Sheth, 1969, p. 28), consumers complicate, as opposed to 
simplify, their problem-solving endeavors by deviating from existing shopping patterns.  
 
Motivations for routine digression under temporal surplus differ from exploratory buying 
behaviors (Menon & Kahn, 1995; McAlister & Pessemier, 1982), in which low stimulation 
environments result in variety-seeking tendencies.  Instead, owing to high stimulation 
environments (i.e., opportunity to explore), additional shopping time stimulates consumers 
to novelty experiences.  This stimulation however, does not necessarily result in abandoning 
the status quo.  As well, the notion of relapse errors (Heckhausen & Beckmann, 1990; Reason, 
1992) explains the impetus for routine deviation.  Here, relapse error, or routine maintenance 
occurs when consumers formulate intentions to prefer alternative actions.  Given that relapse 
errors operate in line with resource availability, consumers with additional resources (i.e., 
time) can choose to seek out unique experiences thus culminating in routine diversion.  This 
study therefore extends current views (Hogarth, 1987) that consumers are both cognitive 
misers (i.e., simplify decisions) and decision optimizers (i.e., complicate decisions).  
Notwithstanding, are routines only consciously revisited when challenged, or when 
resources are more openly available?  This submission requires further probing considering 
that routines are taken-for-granted way[s] of working which [are] usually unchallenged (Costello, 
2000, p. 1).  
 
Instrumental Disruptions 
 
P5e : Goal-centered routinized behavioral responses differ significantly between no and minor 
instrumental disruptions 
   
P5f : Goal-centered routinized behavioral responses differ significantly between minor and 
major instrumental disruptions 
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Supporting P5e, significant behavioral differences are observed between minor and major 
instrumental disruptions.  However, findings fail to support P5f.  Current results suggest 
that positive repetitive values are attainable following minor instrumental interruptions, 
resulting in nonsignificant routine digression.  In contrast, major interruptions inhibit 
repetitive value, acquiescing routine deviation.  Strength of routines is thus, contingent on 
the extent of instrumental interruption.  Despite focal goal stability, low level goals appear to 
adapt to environmental conditions.  The responsiveness of goals and routines to 
instrumental disruptions suggest that inconsistencies in behavioral responses might arise.  It 
appears that conflict-avoidance (i.e., displayed through routine perpetuation) and conflict–
approach (i.e., demonstrated through routine diversion) (Einhorn & Hogarth, 1988) 
strategies are adopted following minor and major disruptions, respectively.  Effects of 
interruptions on higher level goals (e.g., personal values) are inconclusive. 
 
Although studies (McAllister & Pessemier, 1982; Baumgartner & Steenkamp, 1996) have 
shown the pervasiveness of exploratory shopping behaviors, this study confirms the 
importance and occurrence of shopping routines.  Routines are performed for positive 
repetitive value.  For example, routines preserve scarce consumer resources capacities and 
economize decision making efforts by recycling appropriate behavioral solutions (Egidi, 
1996; Zellmer-Bruhn, 1999).   
 
Routines are also enacted for their progressive and instrumental support in accomplishing 
goals.  Upon encountering decision problems, consumers adopt routines that fit existing 
goals.  Preference theory (Betsch, 2005) explains that routines are maintained when previous 
and current decision problems have acceptable degrees of similarities.  Nonsignificant 
differences between no and minor disruption behavioral responses is possibly explained 
through norm theory (Kahneman & Miller, 1986) that status quos are maintained owing to 
perceived regret caused by switching (Simonson, 1992).  With reference to prospect theory 
(Kahneman & Tversky, 1979; Tversky & Kahneman, 1992), it appears that instrumentality of 
routine perpetuation following minor disruptions outweighs decisions to digress current 
routines.   
 
While situational contexts and anticipated temporal conditions explain the structural aspects 
of routines, repetitive value describes the instrumental motivations of repeating situational 
and temporal structures.  Both routine digression and perpetuation can occur following 
instrumental disruptions, contingent on severity of structural disruptions.  Although Study 1 
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supports the automaticity of routines (Cohen & Bacdayan, 1994; Betsch et al., 1998), Study 2 
also suggests that routines are not performed without thought or consideration.  Present 
investigations demonstrate that consumers are purposive problem-solvers (Alderson, 1957; 
Howard & Sheth, 1969; Hirschman & Holbrook, 1982).  Results extend behavioral research 
(Perugini & Conner, 2000) and decision theory (Ajzen, 2002; Bentler & Speckart, 1979; 
Triandis, 1977) by substantiating the influence of past behavior on future behavioral 
deliberations.  In addition, new information, arising from situational, temporal, and 
instrumental changes also contributes significantly to future decision making processes.  
 
 
Summary of Main Issues  
 
Tables 4.26 and 4.27 summarize key findings relating to research propositions.  Study 2 tests 
a conceptual model of routinization in grocery shopping behavior.   Findings lend empirical 
support to literature (Brotherton, 2001; Bettman et al., 1998) and Study 1, demonstrating that 
routinized grocery shopping behavior comprises four distinct factors: goal-centeredness, 
situational contexts, anticipated temporal conditions, and repetitive value.  This study 
proposes unidirectional associations between risk-taking attitudes and routinized behavior, 
and between personal values (i.e., self-direction/achievement, enjoyment, maturity) and 
goal-centeredness.    
 
In view of routine disruptions, the present investigation demonstrates that although 
routinized behaviors are goal-centered, other distinctive components, including situational, 
temporal, instrumental aspects contribute to enactment of routinized behaviors.  Despite 
invariance of primary goals across experimental groups, findings indicate that routinized 
behavioral responses and low level goals adapt according to supporting changes.  The 
present results reflect goal-adaptation research (Huffman et al., 2000), suggesting that goals 
are shaped by contextual factors.  Specifically, goals are found to work in concert with 
situation, temporal, and instrumental features of routines.  Remaining sections of this 
chapter expound on the limitations and implications arising from Study 2. 
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Table 4.26 Summary of Key Findings  
Summary of key findings 
Overall model of routinization  
• The nine-model component (i.e., routinized behaviors, goal-centeredness, situational contexts, anticipated 
temporal conditions, repetitive value, risk-taking attitudes, personal values of self-direction/achievement, 
enjoyment, & maturity) lends credence to distinctions previously advanced (Brotherton, 2000; Bargh & 
Barndollar, 1996).   
• Routinized grocery shopping behavior is driven by goals deemed valuable. Goals extend consumer efforts in 
pursuing routines.  The presupposed value of goals confirms the functional nature of routinized behaviors.   
• Findings show that consumers organize situational and temporal conditions to orient ongoing activities, which 
are repeated for instrumental reasons.  While situational contexts and anticipated temporal conditions explain 
the structural aspects of routines, repetitive value describes the instrumental motivations of repeating 
situational and temporal structures.   
• There are significant associations between consumer goals and situational contexts, anticipated temporal 
conditions, and repetitive value.  In terms of relative strength between factors, goals have largest impact on 
instrumentality of routine performance (e.g., familiarity with consideration set and grocery provider), followed 
then by situational and temporal aspects.   
• Situational and temporal structures are rooted in instrumentality of repetitive performance. While repetitive 
values motivate behavioral replication, they also support performance conditions.   
• Five predominant benefits reaped from routinized grocery shopping behavior: satisfaction, convenience, 
familiarity and expertise, sunk costs, and involvement. In addition to personal benefits, consumers also 
routinize grocery shopping patterns for external reinforcement (e.g., to be helpful, loving).   
• Personal values shape behavioral tendencies. Grocery shopping serves both individualistic and collectivistic 
interests, where Maturity and Self-Direction/Achievement values are important predictors of grocery shopping. 
Importance of these values suggests that people regard grocery shopping activities as a means of building 
rapport and to gratify independent capacities for decision-making.  Enjoyment values are least considered. 
• Risk-taking attitudes influence consumers’ grocery shopping patterns, showing that attitudes prescribe 
behavioral enactment.   
• Nine factors comprising the hypothesized model have acceptable fit, remaining equally important across three 
experimental groups: EGSC, EGATC, and EGRV.  Factor structures, loadings, and variances/covariances are 
consistent across no, minor, and major interruptions.  
 
Situational disruptions 
• Baseline behavioral scores are significantly higher than those following both minor and major disruptions, 
culminating in weaker routines.   
• While baseline behavioral responses are significantly higher than those following interruptions, nonsignificant 
differences are observed between minor and major interruptions. Nonsignificant results can be explained 
through prospect theory (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979), where choices are constantly evaluated according to 
decision programs.  It appears that minor and major disruptions are evaluated with similar severity.   
• Although focal goals to shop sufficiently for weekly household groceries remain unmodified, low level goals 
are adjusted to match situational disruptions.  This pattern suggests that goal-directed routines are dynamic 
and context- or script-dependent.   
 
Temporal disruptions 
• Significant goal-centered behavioral differences are demonstrated between no, temporal surplus and poverty 
conditions. While routinized behaviors are stronger with temporal poverty, routines are weaker with temporal 
surplus, suggesting that behavioral modification is more likely to occur with fewer time constrains.  It appears 
that with decreasing temporal risks, consumers consider temporal surplus circumstances as exploratory 
opportunities.   
• Although focal goals to shop sufficiently for weekly household meals remain invariant throughout temporal 
interruptions, low level goals change dynamically according to temporal environments.   
• Goals change in relation to anticipated temporal conditions, suggesting that routinization does not always 
eliminate search and learning efforts. 
 
Instrumental disruptions  
• Behavioral scores following minor disruptions are significantly higher than those following major 
interruptions. 
• There are nonsignificant behavioral differences between no and minor interruptions. However, nonsignificant 
differences are observed between no and minor disruptions. This pattern suggests that positive repetitive 
values are attainable following minor instrumental interruptions, resulting in nonsignificant routine 
digression.  In contrast, major interruptions inhibit repetitive value, acquiescing routine deviation.   
• Despite focal goal stability, low level goals appear to adapt to environmental conditions.  Strength of routines 
is contingent on the extent of instrumental interruption.   
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Limitations of Study 2 
 
Findings of this study are viewed in light of five main limitations relating to the value-
attitude-behavior hierarchy, simulated online experimental conditions, treatment levels for 
experimental vignettes, and cross-sectional data collection procedures for repeated measures 
design.  
 
Table 4.27 Summary of Findings Supporting Research Propositions 
Proposition Support 
Goal-centeredness and other issues relating to goals  
P1a : Goal-centeredness is associated positively with routine maintenance  
P1b : Risk-taking attitudes are associated with routinized behavior  
P1c : Personal values are associated with goal-centeredness  
    
Situational contexts  
P2a : Situational contexts are associated positively with routine maintenance  
P2b : Goal-centeredness is associated with situational contexts  
    
Anticipated temporal conditions  
P3a : Anticipated temporal conditions are associated positively with routine maintenance  
P3b : Goal-centeredness is associated with anticipated temporal conditions   
    
Repetitive value  
P4a : Repetitive value is associated positively with routine maintenance  
P4b : Goal-centeredness is associated with repetitive value  
P4c : Repetitive value is associated with situational contexts  
P4d : Repetitive value is associated with anticipated temporal conditions  
    
Model of routinization  
P5a : Goal-centered routinized behavioral responses differ significantly between no and minor situational 
disruptions 
 
P5b : Goal-centered routinized behavioral responses differ significantly between minor and major 
situational disruptions 
 
P5c : Goal-centered routinized behavioral responses differ significantly between no and temporal surplus 
disruptions 
 
P5d : Goal-centered routinized behavioral responses differ significantly between temporal surplus and 
poverty disruptions 
 
P5e : Goal-centered routinized behavioral responses differ significantly between no and minor 
instrumental disruptions 
 
P5f : Goal-centered routinized behavioral responses differ significantly between minor and major 
instrumental disruptions 
 
 
First, the current model is limited by only considering indirect versus direct links between 
personal values and routinized behavior via goal-centeredness.  Although Homer and Kahle 
(1988) demonstrated indirect effects between values and behavior in the context of natural 
food shopping using SEM procedures, the present investigation fails to reveal significant 
interactions between these two constructs.  Study 2 does not support claims (Vinson, Scott & 
Lamont, 1977) that high level goals (i.e., personal values) are responsible for selection and 
maintenance of lower level goals, referred to as incorporation (Huffman et al., 2000, p. 21).  
Utilizing a range of methodologies, further research is required to determine the role of 
personal values on routines, testing goal-determination processes using means-end chain 
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theory (Huffman et al., 2000).  Other considerations include exploring the hierarchical 
relationship between values, attitudes, and behavior by using the current conceptualization 
of consumer routinization.   
 
In order to address methodological and operational challenges, including artificiality of 
routine adoption or forced acquiescence, the current experiment utilizes generic shopping 
vignettes.  However, as Perugini and Conner (2002) argued, adoption of a simulated online 
experiment appears to be a limitation.  In comparison to simulated data, Perugini and 
Conner contended that studying actual behaviors in real-life settings provides clearer 
depictions of goal-related behavior (e.g., grocery shopping).   It is assumed that the present 
script-based scale, adopted in the shopping scenarios, contains universal actions, resembling 
scripted knowledge commonly associated within grocery shopping.  An advantage of the 
present design is the immediate treatment of disruptions, minimizing concerns of adequacy 
of routine training.  Owing to complexities associated with observing in-store behaviors, 
researchers (Park et al., 1989; Mackay & Olshavsky, 1975; Larson, Bradlow, & Fader, 2005) 
have tended to focus on micro perspectives (e.g., product choice, trolley movement).  In 
comparison, this study adopted both micro and macro viewpoints by using scripts (Schank 
& Abelson, 1977), which studies might consider utilizing in real-life settings.  As well, past 
studies (Betsch et al., 2001; Ouelette & Wood, 1998) have tended to measure rather than 
manipulate behaviors in non-laboratory settings.  Future investigations should consider 
exploring differences, if any, between trained and untrained responses.   
 
Another shortcoming of the current study relates to the experimental groups.  Although 
EGSC and EGRV are treated at minor and major disruption levels, the EGATC is exposed to 
temporal surplus and poverty conditions.  This design precludes examination of 
interruptions from macro perspectives, incorporating only micro disruption effects.  Studies 
should consider adopting generic treatment measures to test for aggregate outcomes of 
disruptions on routines.  Inadequate treatment levels might also account for nonsignificant 
behavioral differences between conditions.  For example, findings fail to confirm that 
baseline routinized behaviors are stronger than those at minor instrumental disruptions.  
This pattern can be explained possibly by the operationalization of instrumental disruptions.  
Future investigations should consider exploring effect of different instrumental disruptions 
(e.g., major disruptions on familiarity versus switching barriers) on routinized behavior.  As 
well, nonsignificant differences are also found between minor and major situational 
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interruptions.  There is a need to explore further different levels of disruptions on consumer 
choice.  Thus, generalizability of findings should be handled with caution.     
 
A fourth limitation involves using cross-sectional data.  Advantages in using cross-sectional 
data include economy of time and cost, and minimal threats to validity by reducing effects of 
history, maturation, and mortality (Creswell, 1998).  Baltes, Reese, and Nesselroade (1988), 
however, claim that cross-sectional designs are weak short cut[s] to the study of change (p. 123), 
severely limiting abilities to address developmental issues.   Multiple sitting data collection 
is more appropriate in capturing effects of longitudinal behavioral responses (e.g., routines).  
Notwithstanding, challenges of multiple sitting procedures include sample attrition and 
carry over effects (e.g., practice, fatigue, sensitization).  Garson (2006) recommended 
adopting counterbalancing strategies to address these challenges, where questions are 
randomized between experimental groups.  The following section identifies theoretical, 
research, and applied implications.   
 
 
Implications of Study 2 
 
Theoretical Contributions 
 
This section discusses three theoretical implications for goal matching, utility, and decision 
making theories.   
 
Goal Matching Theories 
Current investigations contribute by studying the impact of goals on other goal abstractions, 
which has received little attention in empirical research (Huffman et al., 2000).  Specifically, 
this study considers the influence of disruptions on low level goals when higher level goals 
(e.g., grocery shop for household weekly meals) remain stable.  The present research 
supports goal matching and adaptation research, including behavioral decision theory 
(Bettman, 1979), goal conflict theory (Einhorn & Hogarth, 1988; Bettman et al., 1998), 
coherence theory (Thagard & Millgram, 1995; Thagard, 2000), and prospect theory 
(Kahneman & Tversky, 1979; Tversky & Kahneman, 1992).  Although researchers (Belk, 1975; 
Ratneshwar & Shocker, 1991) confirm the role of contextual influences on consumer goals, 
research has not examined their function in consumer studies.  Using grocery shopping 
disruptions, this thesis thus contributes by demonstrating the inevitable position of 
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contextual features (i.e., situation, time, motivation) on goals.  Despite focal goal stability, 
consumers engage in pensive and resource-consuming processes to reconstruct subordinate 
goals according to contextual disruptions.  Huffman, Ratneshwar, and Mick (2000) referred 
to this process as adaptation (p. 23).  Contextual features can either activate goals already 
established in memory or shortlist sets of potential goals acceptable to the contexts, which 
function similarly as consideration sets (Bettman et al. 1998).   
 
Utility Theory 
Another implication is the contribution to utility theories (Von Winterfeld & Edwards, 1986; 
Edwards, 1954).  Routines are intentional and instrumental solutions to decision problems.  
Consumers engage in routinized behaviors by exchanging their limited resources (e.g., time, 
effort, money) for the production of utility.  Until routines are significantly challenged, 
routines are maintained for repetitive value, or utility, which work in tandem with other 
contextual components (e.g., most convenient time or situation).  Termed as the profitability 
rule (Betsch et al., 2002), consumers tend to choose most eminent or accessible decisions 
based on value outcomes.   
 
Current findings however, challenge conventional utility models (Von Winterfeld & 
Edwards, 1986; Ajzen, 1991) that behavioral decisions only aim to maximize expected 
utilities.  Routine perpetuation is considered a more profitable option than routine 
digression, as routines save cognitive economy.  However, this thesis shows that upon 
temporal surplus, routine digression options manifest instead.  There is a need to explore 
aspects of utility in consumer decision research by considering factors that trigger routine 
diversion, including intensity of routine reinforcement.  This consideration is particularly 
relevant for multifarious decision making environments, such as grocery shopping milieus.  
Although routines are pre-developed solutions adopted in familiar decision problems, they 
do not necessarily result in inertia of search and learning efforts.  Extensive research (Beach 
& Mitchell, 1978; Betsch et al., 1998) focused on effects of time pressure on routine utility, 
however further inquiry is needed on other areas of disruptions, such as motivational and 
attitudinal interruptions.   
 
Decision Making Theory 
This thesis also extends decision making theory (Betsch et al., 1998; Ajzen, 2002) by 
demonstrating that new contexts arising from disruptions influence new behavioral 
deliberations.  Consumer decision making has been associated synonymously with 
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computer-like processing (Pham & Higgins, 2005).  However, this study finds that consumer 
decisions go beyond automated processing, where goals work in dynamic fashions with 
contextual features.  Current investigations confirm that experience and prior behaviors 
associated with routines are essential components of future choice behaviors.  While 
routinized patterns represent one aspect of future choice, Study 2 demonstrates that 
incoming information also produces other behavioral deliberations.  Behavior regulation 
theory (Reason, 1992) claims that both automatic (e.g., routine) and deliberate (e.g., new 
intentions) factors work in concert when confronted with new decision problems.  Impact of 
routines in decision making is evident in literature (Abelson & Levi, 1985; Aarts, Verplanken 
et al., 1997).  However, with the exception of preference theory (Betsch, 2005), few studies 
explicitly incorporate past and present information in decision making frameworks.  Future 
investigators could begin by assessing the predictive power of existing conceptualizations.   
 
Research Contributions  
 
In terms of research perspectives, Study 2 provides methodological insights, develops new 
scales including a script-based routinized behavior scale, and contributes to current body of 
knowledge on routine disruptions and the subconscious, yet intentional, nature of routines.  
These issues are discussed below. 
 
Methodological Considerations 
The present thesis utilizes a mixed methods approach: developing then subsequently testing 
a model of grocery shopping routinization.  SEM has distinct advantages (e.g., modeling of 
interactions, measurement errors) than traditional statistical methods (e.g., multiple 
regression, analysis of covariance, factor analysis) (Garver & Mentzer, 1999; Bagozzi, 1977), 
frequently adopted in earlier studies (Brotherton, 2001; Bargh et al., 2001; Aarts, Dijksterhuis, 
& Midden, 1999).  For example, less biased estimates for structural parameters emanate from 
SEM procedures, as measurement error effects (Stevens, 1996; Bollen, 1989) are evaluated for 
observed and unobserved variables (Klem, 2000).   
 
Unique contributions lie in the large-scale testing (i.e., 612 participants) procedures of this 
research, where two thirds of proposed relationships in the multivariate structural model are 
statistically significant.  Principally, this thesis characterizes routinized behaviors as goal-
centered, structurally-dependent (situational contexts, anticipated temporal conditions), and 
instrumentally performed (repetitive value).  SEM findings substantiate relationships 
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between consumer goals, situational, temporal, and instrumental model components.  In 
terms of routine disruptions, SEM procedures cater for viability testing of the present model 
across three disruption levels (no, minor, major) and three experimental groups (EGSC, 
EGATC, EGRV).  Considering robustness of SEM procedures, future researchers should 
consider adopting this technique to test structural frameworks of consumer routines 
(Baumgartner & Homburg, 1996).  Like any data analytical methods, limitations also exist 
with SEM.  For instance, in contrast to exploratory factor analysis, SEM is a confirmatory 
technique (Ullman, 2001).  Frequently used to test theory, SEM planning is driven by theory 
and prior knowledge of relationships between variables.  Understanding these differences 
ensure proper use of SEM in generating valid findings.  Future studies might also benefit 
from comparing results emanating form SEM versus non-SEM analyses.   
 
Scale Development  
Another research contribution is the development of scales, including script-based Routinized 
Behavior measures.  Where available, scales items were adapted from existing scales (Reich & 
Zautra, 1991; Kahle & Kennedy, 1988).  New scales were developed following Churchill’s 
(1979) eight-step procedure.  Despite Becker’s (2001) comprehensive review of empirical 
studies on routines, measurement and operational issues of consumer routines are generally 
overlooked in literature.  This lack of attention is attributed to difficulties in inconspicuously 
measuring consumer reactions to routines and interruptions.   
 
Seminal studies (Reich & Zautra, 1991; Brotherton, 2001) have measured consumer 
routinization as a multidimensional personality construct, incorporating concepts like daily 
order and finishing activities in order to distinguish low from high routine users.  The 
current investigation however, measures actual routinized behavioral responses with a 
script-based scale, founded on research on consumer routines (Brotherton, 2001; Reich & 
Zautra, 1991),  goal-oriented theories (Bettman et al., 1998), script theory (Bozinoff & Roth, 
1983), and grocery shopping scripts (Davidson et al., 2000; Hannigan & Reinitz, 2001).  This 
scale is appropriate for measuring grocery shopping routines, which are frequently 
associated as script-directed behaviors (Narisetti, 1997; Block & Morwitz, 1999).  This scale 
can be employed to measure other routine-related aspects, including disruptions.   
 
The current research can be regarded as an exemplar for investigators seeking to measure 
other script-based behaviors such as restaurant and airport travel behaviors.  Given low-to-
middling reliability and validity, this scale still requires further validation, such as through 
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the application of longitudinal studies in non-laboratory settings. Adopting multiple sitting 
techniques can extend current knowledge necessary in understanding the complex and 
dynamic nature of goal-oriented routines.  Researchers should be aware that challenges of 
experimental manipulation exist in non-laboratory settings, where routinized behaviors are 
measured rather than manipulated (Betsch et al., 2001; Ouelette & Wood, 1998).  Researching 
observable data will nonetheless, be rewarding in capturing routines in action.   
 
Other scales measuring other model components of routinization, including Situational 
Contexts, Personal Values, Repetitive Value, Risk-Taking Attitudes, and Anticipated Temporal 
Conditions are also useful for future studies.  For example, Study 2 extracted three 
dimensions in measuring Personal Values: Self-Direction/Achievement, Enjoyment, and Maturity.  
These three dimensions exhibited higher reliability (Nunnally, 1978) than existing 
dimensions in literature (Bloemer & Dekker, 2003).  Although present scales provide 
meaningful behavioral measures for goal-directed consumer routines, investigators can 
improve these measures through further validation.   
 
Effects of Routine Disruptions  
Using a conceptual paradigm (Figure 4.6), this thesis contributes by exploring three levels of 
disruptions (i.e., no, minor, major) on factors contributing to consumer routinization 
processes.  In general, disruptions have three capabilities.  They can change (routine 
digression), maintain (routine perpetuation), or have no effects on routines.  While 
researchers (Bettman, 1979; Howard & Sheth, 1969) have long recognized interruption as an 
important construct in consumer decision processes, few studies (Payne et al., 1996; Aylott & 
Mitchell, 1999) have contributed to the phenomenon.  Within psychology literature, Betsch 
and colleagues (1998) examined time pressure on routinized decision making, however 
neglected other disruption categories (e.g., in-store environments, repetitive motivations).  
This thesis shows that, regardless of goal stability, routines change when model components 
are interrupted.  While the present conceptualization contributes to consumer research, its 
predictive power is open to question.  Conceptual developments should focus on the impact 
of risk-taking attitudes, personal values, and different types of disruptions on future 
behavior.  These disruptions include influence of in-store stressors (e.g., overcrowding, bad 
labeling, noise) and eustressors (e.g., smell of freshly baked bread) (Aylott & Mitchell, 1999).   
Researchers should also consider the impact of varying levels of consumer goals on 
routinized behaviors following disruptions.   
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Subconscious, Intentional Routines  
Although Study 1 supports contentions (Fitzsimons & Bargh, 2003; Aarts et al., 1999) that 
routines can be subconscious, Study 2 also asserts that routines are intentional strategies, as 
demonstrated through the concept of goal-centeredness.  Considering that routines are 
conserved for cognitive economy (Fennema & Kleinmuntz, 1995; Kahneman, 1973) or to 
obtain goals (Aarts, Paulussen, & Schallma, 1997), findings imply routines are intentional 
and volitional.  This view supports researchers (Verplanken & Aarts, 1999; Møller, 2003) 
proposing that habits are intentional.  With reference to goal accessibility and automaticity, 
consumer researchers (Van Raaij & Ye, 2005; Bargh et al., 2001; Dijksterhuis & Van 
Knippenberg, 2000) question the validity of consumer responses, arguing that goals can be 
triggered subconsciously.  Wilson (2002) claimed that people are strangers to themselves, 
lacking adequate self-awareness.  Fitzsimons and Williams (2000) found that behavioral 
changes are based on automatic activation of cognitive structures rather than thoughtful 
examination of existing knowledge.  In contrast, present findings show that behaviors 
following disruptions represent rationally bounded strategies for dealing with the 
environment.  For example, consumers return to familiar stores in place of unfamiliar ones 
for instrumental reasons (e.g., expertise, viable fulfillment of goals).  Following situational 
disruption, current findings demonstrate that consumers consider alternative means in order 
to achieve existing goals.   
 
Current directions also advocate that goals are deliberately formed, particularly following 
interruptions.  While consumers simplify their routines with added time constraints, 
temporal surplus encourages consumers to explore other choice alternatives.  These 
behavioral patterns demonstrate that goals are deliberately adjusted to environmental 
stipulations.  After all, decisions that are not rationalized in light of present circumstances 
are highly susceptible to regret (Inman & Zeelenberg, 2002).  Nonetheless, Bargh (1996) 
argued that routinized acts (e.g., driving) can be both automatic yet volitional, as different 
levels of automaticity culminate in distinctive degrees of intentionality.  Considering the 
unexplored domains of subconscious and conscious goals and behavior (Coulter & Zaltman, 
2000; Fitzsimons et al., 2002), further investigations are called for, incorporating the impact of 
environmental conditions on goal attainment and routine consciousness.   
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Applied Contributions 
 
This research identifies four managerial contributions, namely notions of exploratory versus 
goal-directed search, consumer control over interruptions, and the practical significance of 
understanding personal values.  These considerations are discussed below. 
 
Exploratory versus Goal-Directed Search 
Issues of exploratory and goal-directed search following routine disruptions are critical 
issues for advertising and retail management.  Consumers become alert and receptive to 
store environments when routines are disrupted.  With the exception of temporal poverty, 
current investigations reveal that exploratory or bottom-up search (Groner, Walder, & 
Groner, 1984) is displayed in disruptive behavioral patterns.  Consumers are receptive to 
environments, as displayed through aisle movements (e.g., walk up and down full length of 
aisles), price comparisons (e.g., compare prices with other competing items), and openness to 
other options (e.g., consider other items outside of shopping lists).  Unlike exploratory 
behavior, where switching occurs to maintain optimal stimulation levels (Berlyne, 1960; Raju, 
1980), routine deviation is necessary to adapt to changing environments.  Following 
temporal poverty however, present patterns show rigorous goal-directed search behavior, 
where top-down decision making resources are used to gather information efficiently 
(Janiszewski, 1998).  Consumers simplify search tasks and selection attentions, hastening 
decision making processes.  This notion supports consumer literature (Bettman et al., 1998; 
Kahn & Wansink, 2004), demonstrating that consumers with limited resources tend to 
depend on cues to activate actions.   
 
In light of the present findings, practitioners could consider creating the salient influence of 
product designs, in-store displays or advertisements, making specific items more 
conspicuous than others for attention selection strategies.  Size and contrast can be enhanced 
in advertising (Adams, 1917), differentiating products from others.  Retailers should 
coordinate existing strategies (e.g., controlling in-store traffic flow & shelf space to increase 
impulse purchases) (Underhill, 1999) with efficient information search patterns for shoppers.  
Organizing visual environments according to important cues and layouts supports retention 
of customer loyalty, an important goal for retailers (Knight, 1999).   
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Consumer Control over Disruptions 
This thesis also offers managerial insight on consumer control over disruptions.  Literature 
(Ariely, 2000; Bagozzi, 1997) demonstrates that control significantly impacts consumer 
decision making and behavioral processes.  Control gained from product expertise and 
knowledge helps consumers alleviate effects of disruptions (Alba & Hutchinson, 1987).  
Studies (Proshansky et al., 1976; Xia & Sudharshan, 2002) show that people with control, 
behave positively towards the environment.  However, managers should be aware that 
information control is not a panacea for customer retention.  This study finds that perceived 
control does not always result in routine perpetuation.  As demonstrated under temporal 
surplus conditions, increased control can culminate in routine digression.  Current findings 
suggest that added control through choice assortments and other resources (e.g., time, 
money) complicates consumer choice processes, impeding abilities to make sound decisions 
(Bettman et al., 1991; Schwartz, 2004).  Information and choice overload can result in decision 
making paralysis and stress, delaying choice and decisiveness (Schwartz, 2004; Dhar, 1997).   
 
Practitioners nonetheless, can draw from this twofold association of control by helping 
consumers to take charge of information flow (e.g., developing interactive information 
systems) that also accommodates retailers’ jurisdiction over consumer decision making 
processes (Alba et al., 1997; Bettman, 1979).  Understanding associations between consumer 
control and goal commitment warrant further research.  Inconclusiveness suggests further 
probing, begging two key questions: Are consumers with abstract goals more open to wider 
range of information (Chernev, 2003; Lawson, 1997), thus less irritable to control disruptions 
than those with concrete goals?  Do consumers react differently over control issues when 
confronted with deliberate (e.g., family trip which does not permit routinized grocery 
shopping schedules) versus non-deliberate (e.g., stocked out products) interruptions? 
 
Significance of Understanding Consumer Values 
Finally, another valuable contribution for practitioners involves the identification of 
consumer personal and repetitive values supporting routinized grocery shopping patterns.  
Investigations (Sirohi, McLaughlin, & Wittink, 1998; Urbany, Dickson, & Key, 1994) assert 
that it is not uncommon for grocery retailers to have ambiguous notions of consumer 
motivations for loyalty.  This study identifies fundamental dimensions guiding consumer 
grocery shopping personal values, namely maturity–related values supporting development 
of warm relationships and a sense of belonging.  Present findings suggest that some 
consumers grocery shop to build rapport with others (e.g., family, guests).  Consumers also 
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shop to develop self-identity through competent grocery shopping choices made.  This study 
also identifies five common repetitive values for routinized shopping: product and provider 
satisfaction, cognitive convenience, expertise gained from familiarity, sunk cost investments, 
and involvement.  Extant research confirms that routines are maintained for instrumental 
reasons that reduce complexities associated with common situations (East et al., 1994).   
 
Practitioners should tailor transactions and strategies according to consumer values such as 
those reported in the present thesis.  Assessing value orientations allows retailers to identify 
new product opportunities, effective product positioning, and appealing promotion 
strategies for specific segments.  As well, understanding customer values allows 
practitioners to minimize negative emotions associated with grocery shopping and 
disruptions.  As contended by Barnard and Ehrenberg (1997), repetitive behaviors are based 
on positive experiences.  Gaps remain between grocery shopping values and effects of 
idiosyncratic factors, including demographics (Jayawardhena, 2004), personality (Brebner, 
2001), and locus of control (Rotter, 1966) on disruptive behaviors.  Considering their 
inconclusive nature, validity of self-respect and security values in other grocery shopping 
investigations also warrant further exploration.   
 
 
Summary 
 
This chapter describes methodological and data analytical procedures adopted in Study 2.  
Descriptive statistics, along with EFA and CFA results are reported, in which a final version 
of the hypothesized structural model of routinization is developed and reported.  Results 
emanating from invariance testing of the model across three disruption levels (no, minor, 
major) and three experimental groups (EGSC, EGATC, EGRV) are also reported.  The present 
thesis contributes to knowledge on consumer routines and effects of disruptions on 
routinized grocery shopping behaviors.  This investigation extends research on routines 
(Brotherton, 2001; Knight, 1999), goal-matching and adaptation theories (Bettman et al., 1998; 
Huffman et al., 2000), and the impact of disruptions on consumer routines (Bettman, 1979; 
Howard & Sheth, 1969).  The following chapter concludes by bringing together central issues 
emanating from Studies 1 and 2.   
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CHAPTER 5 
CONCLUSION 
 
This chapter draws together key aspects relating to Studies 1 and 2, reviews the original 
research problem and four research questions associated with this thesis, identifies unique 
contributions, and concludes with implications for future research.  
 
Unique Contributions in View of the Primary Research Problem and Questions 
 
Literature (Ehrenberg, 1972; Kahn & Schmittlein, 1989; Kim & Park, 1997) recognizes the 
importance of consumer routines in shopping and consumption patterns.  Interestingly, the 
study of routinization processes remains under-explored in consumer behavior literature 
(Brotherton, 2001).  Although Brotherton (2001) proposed a working framework of consumer 
routinization, Brotherton also regarded the phenomena of routines as a multidimensional 
personality construct, as opposed to psychology-related definitions (Bargh & Barndollar, 
1996).  A number of researchers (Bettman, 1979; Howard & Sheth, 1969) recognize the 
relevance of interruption on consumer decision processes, however few studies have 
investigated the impact of this phenomenon.   
 
This thesis addressed four research questions: 
RQ1 : What are the key components supporting a model of routinization? 
   
RQ2 : Does the extent of disruption conditions (i.e., situational contexts, anticipated temporal 
conditions, repetitive value) impact differently on a model of routinization?  
   
RQ3 : Does the extent of disruption levels (i.e., no, minor, major) impact differently on a model of 
routinization?   
   
RQ4 : Given that behavior is goal-centered, what are the effects of no, minor, and major 
disruptions on routinized grocery shopping behavior? 
 
Unique contributions emanating from this dissertation are discussed in view of two primary 
gaps in literature (Bettman, 1979; Bargh & Barndollar, 1996; Brotherton, 2001), involving the 
need to develop a model of goal-directed routinization, and the significance of exploring the 
impact of routine disruptions. 
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Development of a Model of Consumer Routinization, including the Role of Goals 
 
Principally, this thesis bridges a gap in extant research through an in-depth appreciation of 
consumer behavioral routines by developing and simultaneously testing a conceptual model 
of routines in grocery shopping behavior.  Using mixed methodologies (Cresswell, 2003), this 
framework reflects a working definition characterizing routines as goal-driven or value-
guided heuristic strategies.  This research shows that consumers shop with goals in mind, 
which are deemed valuable before being pursued.  Present findings show that routinized 
behaviors are intentional and purposive strategies for dealing with the environment.  This 
conclusion is rooted in the concept of goal-centeredness, which extends and directs 
consumer efforts in pursuing routines over time.   
 
Environmental factors associated with routines work in tandem with consumer goals, 
suggesting that routines are dynamic and adaptive mechanisms designed for efficient 
utilization of scarce resources.  Routines function in isolation neither in relation to goals, 
structural (situational contexts, anticipated temporal conditions), nor instrumental (repetitive 
value) contexts.  All model components are just as important in upholding routines, each 
possessing individual functions and purposes.  As well, present findings show that risk-
taking attitudes and personal values shape goals.   
 
This framework contributes to current understanding of consumer routine.  Studies 
(Brotherton, 2001; Knight, 1999) have not developed models incorporating all elements and 
relationships proposed in the present conceptualization.  This model serves as a theoretical 
foundation for empirical research, providing an initial step towards a theory of behavioral 
routinization.   
 
From an applied perspective, retailers can take advantage of the proposed model, suggesting 
that loyalty happens when routine-supporting factors (i.e., situational contexts, anticipated 
temporal conditions, repetitive value) continue to work in concert with consumer goals.  
Providing sufficiently stable store environments (e.g., situation and time) that continue to 
fulfill consumer goals and encourage repetitive value stimulate customers to routinize 
behavior by remaining loyal with shopping providers.  This thesis also argues that marketers 
should be aware of the significance of goals and values held by shoppers, with present 
results suggesting that consumers esteem maturity–related personal values, such as fostering 
and maintaining warm relationships with others and sense of belonging, when grocery 
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shopping.  Practitioners should aim to understand that knowledge of goals and values 
significant to consumers act as a backbone for routinized behavior, which is useful for 
understanding motivations for segmentation strategies. 
 
A next step for this conceptualization requires empirical verification.  For example, 
conceptual development should focus on specifying the structural (Huffman et al., 2000) 
aspects of behavioral goals, possibly by extending hierarchical perspectives using theories 
related to means-end chain (Gutman, 1997), behavioral decisions (Bettman et al., 1989), and 
attitudes (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975).  Huffman, Ratneshwar, and Mick (2000) claimed that no 
single method involving laddering, observations, surveys, or experiments is sufficient to 
appreciate fully the concept of goals.  Goals range from different levels of abstraction (e.g., 
focal, peripheral, subordinate goals) and like consumers, goals are adaptable to 
environmental and contextual features (Alderson, 1957; Arnould & Price, 1993).  Owing to 
the intricacy of consumer goals, efforts in advancing theory should aim to adopt multiple 
methods, utilizing both qualitative and quantitative data.  As well, similar to routines, a 
longitudinal study approach is recommended.  Zirkel and Cantor (1990) argued that 
investigating goal-directed behaviors from longitudinal perspectives is highly relevant, 
considering the inherently evolutionary character of goals (Huffman et al., 2000).   
 
As well, the present thesis has studied descriptively the concept of repetitive value, however 
exploratory considerations have been largely ignored.  Which repetitive values are important 
in establishing routine stability?  Empirical testing could focus on establishing the relative 
importance of various determinants of routinization, focusing on factors defining repetitive 
value.  Investigating the instrumentality of routines further has important implications for 
literature, considering that routines represent key foundations in areas of marketing 
(Ehrenberg, 1974).  These include brand switching and new product adoption, the occurrence 
of which can be initiated by unstable situations.   
 
The Impact of Disruptions on Goal-Directed Routines 
 
This dissertation examined key factors playing a role in routine perpetuation following no, 
minor, and major disruptions.  For situational disruptions, routinized behaviors with no 
disruptions are significantly higher than those following minor and major disruptions.  
There are nonsignificant differences between minor and major behavioral responses.  In 
terms of temporal interruptions, baseline routines are significantly higher than temporal 
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surplus conditions, but significantly lower following temporal poverty, suggesting that 
temporal interruptions can both facilitate and impede routines.  Under instrumental 
disruptions, behavioral responses are significantly different between no and major 
interruptions, and minor and major disruptions.   There are nonsignificant differences 
between no and minor disruption responses.  Positive repetitive values are attainable 
following minor instrumental interruptions.  In general, findings demonstrate that routine 
strength is dependent on degree of contextual (i.e., situational, temporal) and instrumental 
interruptions.  While this thesis reveals that interruptions have major impacts on routinized 
behaviors at times, such as attracting attention and consuming decision making capacities, 
they can have minimal influence on routines at other times.   
 
Application of this model demonstrates that regardless of goal stability, routines change 
when model components are disrupted.  Regardless of the nature of interruption and 
unwavering goals, current findings demonstrate that new contexts arising from disruption 
influence new behavioral deliberations.  These directions demonstrate that routines are 
heuristic strategies, proposed as one way of coping with interruptions.  As surmised by 
Betsch, Fiedler, and Brinkmann (1998), routines serve as the “first guess” in many choice 
situations.  … They provide a major device for achieving master of the situation, … are superior to 
other strategies because they allow for spontaneous reactions, even under constraint situations in 
which reflective decision making is no longer possible (pp. 875-876).   
 
Findings suggest theoretical, research, and practical implications.  First, this dissertation 
expands decision making theory (Betsch et al., 1998) by demonstrating that, despite 
unwavering goals, new contexts arising from disruptions influence new behavioral 
deliberations.  Second, in relation to research implications, this thesis suggests that despite 
routines becoming subconscious over time (Aarts & Dijksterhuis, 2000a), findings show that 
routines are intentional and involve goal-directed strategies for dealing with the 
environment.  Third, from an applied perspective, practitioners should be aware that 
routine-disrupted consumers remain goal-driven.  Consumers are unlikely to forego focal 
goals (e.g., shop for weekly household meals) if these goals are non-negotiable.   
 
The proposed model serves as a foundation for future investigations on disruptions in other 
scripted behaviors, such as restaurant (Kivela et al., 2000) and cinema patronage (Davidson 
et al., 2000).  Investigators can address questions such as: How do goal disruptions cause 
favorable or unfavorable reactions in scripted behaviors given stable situational and 
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temporal interruptions?  Are there differences between interruptions to typical (i.e., routine 
related) and atypical (routine non-related) scripted behaviors?   
 
While researchers (Sheeran & Orbell, 1999; Ouelette & Wood, 1998) have reported that 
despite forming intentions to deviate, decision makers tend to maintain routines when 
encountering familiar situations.  These counter-intentional behaviors can be referred to as 
action or implementation slips, or relapse errors (Reason, 1992; Heckhausen & Beckmann, 
1990).  Evidence (Baars, 1992; Reason, 1992) suggests that susceptibility to these slips is high 
when processing capacities and other resources are constrained.  Notwithstanding, few 
studies (Wood et al., 2005b) have considered fully the occurrence of relapse errors from the 
viewpoint of goals and other contextual aspects (e.g., situation, time).  Within the context of 
the present conceptualization, researchers can explore: Under which conditions are 
intentions to deviate more successful than others?  Investigating the notion of interruptions 
further is valuable given that they are found commonly in consumers’ daily living, and 
impact significantly on decision making processes (Xia & Sudharshan, 2002).  Such 
disruptions include environmental (e.g., new alternatives), physiological (e.g. noise), and 
cognitive (e.g., memory restrictions) events (Bettman, 1979).  The next section identifies 
recommendations for future research.   
 
 
Implications and Recommendations for Future Research  
 
This dissertation identifies six key areas for future directions, including the influence of goals 
and the changing environment on routine perpetuation; impact of routine strength on 
routine maintenance; goal consciousness and automaticity; concept of bounded rationality; 
policy implementation for healthy-living routines; and influence of mediating variables, such 
as behavioral activation and inhibitions systems, and personal need for structure on the 
proposed model of routinization.   
 
Do Routines Perpetuate following Disruptions Owing to Goals or the Changing 
Environment? 
 
In general, goals and routines are adaptive mechanisms, elicited through interactions with 
the changing environment (Alderson, 1957; Aarts & Dijksterhuis, 2000b; Chartrand & Bargh, 
1999a).  Deviation from existing routines can happen when consumer goals are modified 
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(Betsch et al., 2001).  Further work is required in understanding how the role of goals 
(Bettman et al., 1998) and environmental features (Brotherton, 2001; Howard, 1977) inter alia 
affect routine perpetuation following disruptions.  For example, following disruptions, are 
consumer decisions for routine maintenance influenced by goals, the changing environment, 
or both?  It is also useful to explore the impact of personal values (e.g., weak or strong value-
oriented person) on contextual features of routines (e.g., situational, time, motivation).  
Despite confirming the adaptive and dynamic nature of goals and behavior to contextual 
elements, nonrecursive associations within the current conceptualization also warrant 
further investigation.   
 
Utilizing extant theories (e.g., reactance theory, commodity theory), further work is needed 
to advance theory on the effect of routine disruptions on consumer choice.  On the one hand, 
reactance theory (Brehm, 1966) proposes that conditions restricting consumer choice (e.g., 
product unavailability) instigate negative retailer outcomes resulting in routine deviation.  
On the other hand, commodity theory postulates that product scarcity affects shoppers’ 
product evaluation positively by signaling high product value culminating in routine 
maintenance.  Given that routine-disrupted consumers are goal-centered, future research 
should also aim to identify supplementary goals arising from interruptions.  Two questions 
relating to this line of inquiry include: Are original goals abandoned, and if so, under what 
grounds?   
 
What is the Impact of Routine Strength on Routine Maintenance Following 
Disruptions?  
 
Consistent with literature (Bettman, 1979; Bargh, 1989; Bargh & Barndollar, 1996), this thesis 
demonstrates that consumers’ routines are goal-driven even following disruptions.  
Consumers are unlikely to forego focal goals (i.e., shop for weekly household meals) when 
these goals are non-negotiable.  Nonetheless, those supplementary to existing goals can be 
adapted to change, such as increased attentions for speedy completion of shopping chores 
owing to disruptions (Aylott & Mitchell, 1999).   
 
A future research agenda relating to goal-directed routines and disruptions involves the 
concept of routine strength, where high behavioral repetition gives rise to strong prevalence 
of routines (Bentler & Speckart, 1979; Thagard & Millgram, 1995).  Studies (Triandis, 1977; 
Haberstroh, Betsch, Glöckner, Haar, & Stiller, 2005) show that routine strength influences 
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repetitive choices.  Currently, researchers (Ouelette & Wood, 1998; Verplanken & Aarts, 
1999) report that routine maintenance occurs even after formulating intentions to prefer 
alternative actions.  Recurring behaviors thus operate on routine strength.  Future 
investigations should consider canvassing the role of routine strength on goal activation 
processes following disruptions.   
 
Issues Concerning Goal Consciousness and Automaticity 
 
The concept of goal consciousness is an issue rapidly gaining prominence in consumer 
behavior literature (Coulter & Zaltman, 2000; Austin & Vancouver, 1996; Fitzsimons & 
Bargh, 2003; Aarts et al., 1999).  Arguably, behavioral decisions are reason-based, involving 
consumers seeking and constructing reasons to justify choices (Shafir, Simonson, & Tversky, 
1993; Gold & List, 2002).  However, research (Arrow, 1982; Knott & McKelvey, 1999) also 
claims that routine choices are viewed as an effect of rationality that is hardly noticed.  
Recent goal-related studies (Fitzsimons et al., 2002; Bargh & Chartrand, 1999; Aarts et al., 
1999) suggest that goal processes are nonconscious, in which routine automaticity depends 
on goal types and accessibility (Bargh, 1994).  Literature (Weinberger & McClelland, 1990; 
McClelland, Koestner, & Weinberger, 1989) argues that abstract goals are less accessible to 
memory than concrete ones.   Though not systematically considered in this thesis, current 
findings indicate episodes of routine and goal automaticity, begging the following three 
questions: Do routine goals become subconscious over time, considering that routines are 
adopted for cognitive parsimony (Cohen & Bacdayan, 1994; Egidi & Narduzzo, 1997)?  If so, 
is this pattern observed across all levels of goal abstraction?  Do disruptions activate different 
levels of goal accessibility in memory?   
 
Does the Concept of Bounded Rationality Make Consumers Cognitive Misers or 
Decision Optimizers?  
 
Consumers can be described as utility maximizer, endowed with the rationality to make 
sound decisions.  Key objectives of consumers involve behavioral optimization or costs 
minimization (Becker, 1965).  Neoclassical theories (Becker, 1965; Lancaster, 1966) assume 
that consumers are decision maker[s] of [their] own welfare (Munier & Wang, 2005, p. 10), 
having perfect rationality over choices and alternatives.  In contrasts, Simon (1955) rejected 
the notion of the omniscient decision maker, introducing the theory of bounded rationality.  
Owing to limited information processing and cognitive capacities, consumers possess 
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bounded rationalities, with little control over intentions and interests (Mullainathan & 
Thaler, 2000).  According to this logic, consumers’ cognitive capacities, existing knowledge, 
and social and environmental interactions are key determinants of decision making 
processes (Simon, 1959).  Rather than adopting one best solution at all times, consumers are 
constructive and adaptive according to preference and relevant contexts (Valente, 2003).   
 
As a case in point, this thesis finds that routines represent effective strategies for minimizing 
cognitive costs and making quick decisions, particularly when faced with time constraints.  
These patterns suggest two notions: first, that consumers are cognitive misers, and second, 
that consumers are also decision optimizers (Hogarth, 1987).  This submission suggests that 
information and knowledge are important in consumer decision making (Witt, 2001), 
consequently begging the question: Are routines only consciously revisited when challenged, 
or when consumers are aware of available information and more openly available resources?  
This position requires probing considering that routines are taken-for-granted way[s] of working 
which [are] usually unchallenged (Costello, 2000, p. 1).  Exploring this area of inquiry further 
will be a fruitful extension given that a considerable amount of marketing efforts is devoted 
currently in influencing consumer choice (Foxall, 2001; Ehrenberg, Hammond, & Goodhardt, 
1994; Friestad & Wright, 1994; Wright, 1986).   
 
Educating Healthy-Living Routines for Policy Implementation 
 
Another useful recommendation focuses on policy planning of routine development and 
goal-setting for healthy-lifestyles.  This area of inquiry has important applied implications 
considering that increasing attention has been devoted to the obesity epidemic, exacerbated 
by sedentary lifestyles and lack of physical exercise.  For example, rates of overweight and 
obesity have increased in Australia over the previous 20 years (AIHW, 2003).  In addressing 
this growing concern, in 2004, the Australian government invested A$116 million over four 
years for programs aimed at promoting nutrition and physical activities (AIHW, 2003).  
Arguably, present policies and practices are ineffective with average weights on the rise 
(ABS, 2006) owing to lack of theoretical knowledge on the development of health-related 
routines.  Hill and Wyatt (2003) suggested that weight gain can be addressed by developing 
healthy eating and exercise patterns.  However, conveying downstream information (e.g., 
information campaigns, advertising) successfully does not necessarily change behavior 
(Verplanken & Wood, 2006, p. 91; Lind, 2005).   
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Using a proposed conceptual framework developed in this thesis, future research can 
investigate the guidelines for behavioral change using upstream interventions (Verplanken & 
Wood, 2006, p. 91; McKinlay, 1993), such as creating stable conditions and goals and 
emphasizing the instrumental benefits of active community development.  Understanding 
the role of routines and how they complement policy interventions is important, given that 
long-term benefits are anticipated.  Further investigations will contribute by going beyond 
reliance on anecdotal evidence, investigating the role of goal-directed routines as a solution 
to lifestyle-related problems.   
 
Influence of Mediating Variables on the Model of Routinization 
 
There is also a need to explore the mediating role of other variables in the present model of 
routinization.  Researchers should consider exploring the structural aspects underlying 
routinization tendencies that can mediate routine process.  For instance, behavioral 
activation (BAS) and behavioral inhibition (BIS) systems (Carver & White, 1994) are traits 
that assist decision makers to approach and avoid certain behavioral tendencies, including 
disruptions.  While BAS responds to signals of reward and non-punishment conditions, BIS 
acts to inhibit behavior that leads to negative states such as anxiety (Gray, 1990).  Exploring 
this topic within grocery shopping (Kahn & Schmittlein, 1989) and travel behavior (Gärling 
& Axhausen, 2003; Aarts & Dijksterhuis, 2000b) can enhance current understanding of 
routines and impact of disruptions on routine sustainability.   
 
Another converging area of interest involves individuals’ cognitive need for structure 
(Thompson, Naccarato, Parker, & Moskowitz, 2001).  This personality trait reflects consumer 
motivations for organizing information in simple patterns by engaging in familiar behaviors, 
whilst responding to novel situations with minimal change.  Reich and Williams (2003) 
found that individuals’ views and involvement with daily patterns of living is linked closely 
with desires to avoid interrupting such patterns.  Addressing these two areas are beyond the 
scope of this thesis.  However, studies should explore the potential wealth of these topics in 
future routine-related research. 
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Conclusion 
 
This dissertation contributes to consumer literature through the development of a conceptual 
framework and assessment of the impact of disruptions on a model of grocery shopping 
routinization.  Routines are an integral part of consumer behavior and decision making.  This 
thesis supports studies (Aarts & Dijksterhuis, 2000a; Bargh et al., 2001; Pieters et al., 1995) 
that consumer behaviors can be understood in light of underlying goals, demonstrating that 
consumers are more than creatures of habit or routines, but are also efficient problem-solvers 
(Alderson, 1957).  The overarching question of whether goals are conscious, and thus 
applicable in directing behavior, remains open for discussion.  Unequivocally, there are 
strong reasons for investigating further goal-directed routines and disruptions within the 
context of consumer behavior. 
 
Understanding the intricacies of changes, such as retail and brand switching in consumer 
behavior is valuable.  Ehrenberg (1974) long recognized that repeat purchasing in the form of 
routines, and ensuing loyalty are key marketing goals.  People usually contend with 
following the good old ways (Reich & Zautra, 1991, p. 163).  Wittily, Cameron (2006) 
commented that recruitment advertisements for marketing positions should read: Seeking an 
individual who can make millions of people change the way they – care for their hair, eat breakfast, 
socialize, look after their pet, and manage their finances [Online].  Understanding how individuals 
respond to events like disruptions will remain a critical area of inquiry for marketers as it 
offers sound knowledge of the wider market.   
 
Fruitful extensions are thus anticipated for future research given that theory emerges 
following attempts to predict behavioral outcomes (Alderson, 1965).  Studies need to go 
beyond reliance on anecdotal evidence, and emphasis needs to be placed on examining 
questions concerning routines and the impact of disruptions on routinized behaviors.  
Comprehension of mechanisms underlying routines will continue to remain seemingly 
unclear until such time when researchers systematically investigate and meaningfully 
understand this phenomenon. 
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APPENDIX A 
INITIAL LIST OF ITEMS CONSIDERED FOR PRETESTING 
 
As part of developing better measures (Churchill, 1979, p. 64) for Routinization, Study 2 
generated a sample of items via literature review and in-depth interviews.  Tables A.1 and 
A.2 show an initial list of items considered for pretesting, including Cronbach α scores if 
items were deleted and from pilot tests.  
 
Table A.1 Part 1: Initial List of Items Measuring Routinization, including Coefficient 
Alpha Scores with Deleted Items and from Pilot Tests  
 
Item 
 
Source 
Cronbach α if 
item deleted 
Routinized behavior  
1 Dependence on aisles for direction ND  
2 Aisle movement ND  
3 Price comparison ND  
4 Openness to other options ND  
    
Goal-centeredness (Pilot test α = .91) 
1 It’s hard to take my shopping goals seriously R1 a .923 
2 It’s unrealistic for me to expect to reach my shopping goals R1 a .885 
3 It’s quite likely that my shopping goals may need to be revised, depending on how things 
go 
R1 a .903 
4 Quite frankly, I don’t care if I achieve my goals or not R1 a .883 
5 I am strongly committed to pursuing my shopping goals R1 a .893 
6 It wouldn’t take much to abandon my shopping goals R1 a .913 
7 I think my shopping goals are good goals to shoot for R1 a .895 
8 I am willing to put in a great deal of effort to achieve my shopping goals  R1 a .886 
    
Situational contexts (Pilot test α = .65) 
1 I find that a well-ordered mode of grocery shopping with regular hours is the one for me R2 b .621 
2 I generally stick to a certain schedule once I have started it R2 b .656 
3 I do pretty much the same grocery shopping-related things (incl. location, in-store route, 
time) every week 
R2 b .535 
4 I do enjoy following the same pattern (incl. location, in-store route, time) when I grocery 
shop 
R3 c .453 
    
Anticipated temporal conditions (Pilot test α = .81) 
1 I find myself pressed for time when I go grocery shopping R4 d .654 
2 I am in a hurry when I do my grocery shopping R4 d .750 
3 I have only a limited amount of time in which to finish my grocery shopping R4 d .654 
4 I finish my grocery shopping fast because I have other things to do R4 d .889 
5 I have more than enough time to complete my weekly grocery shopping  R4 d .832 
NOTE: ND: Newly developed; R1a Hollenbeck, Williams & Klein (1989); R2b: Reich & Zautra (1991); R3c: Brotherton (2001); R4d: Putrevu & 
Ratchford (1997); R5e: Menon & Kahn (1995); R6f: Kahle (1983); Routinized Behavior was not pretested for Cronbach’s 
α. 
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Table A.2 Part 2: Initial List of Items Measuring Routinization, including Coefficient 
Alpha Scores with Deleted Items and from Pilot Tests  
 
Item 
 
Source 
Cronbach α if 
item deleted 
Repetitive value (Pilot test α = .64) 
1 The order of my shopping routine is important to me R3 c .530 
2 I feel very uncomfortable when my grocery shopping patterns are performed out of order R3 c .444 
3 It bothers me when something unexpected interrupts my weekly routine R2 b .580 
4 I do enjoy having to adapt myself to new and unusual situations R2 b .668 
    
Risk-taking attitudes (Pilot test α = .67) 
1 When I shop, I like to try the most unusual items, even if I am not sure I would like 
them 
R5 e .713 
2 When I go to the grocery store, I feel it is safer to buy groceries I am familiar with R5 e .331 
3 I am very cautious in trying new/different products R5 e .785 
4 I never buy something I don’t know about at the risk of making a mistake R5 e .575 
5 I enjoy taking chances in buying unfamiliar brands just to get some variety in my 
purchases 
R5 e .506 
    
Personal values (Pilot test α = .87) 
1 Sense of belonging (e.g., shopping to fit in) R6 f .867 
2 Excitement (e.g., shopping for the thrill) R6 f .871 
3 Warm relationship with others (e.g., developing good ties) R6 f .862 
4 Self-fulfillment (e.g., being praised for grocery choices) R6 f .849 
5 Being well respected (e.g., being acknowledged by others) R6 f .858 
6 Fun and enjoyment of life (e.g., shopping for pleasure) R6 f .849 
7 Security (e.g., shopping in safe environments, incl. return policy) R6 f .851 
8 Self-respect (e.g., shopping healthily) R6 f .851 
9 Sense of accomplishment (e.g., shopping with achievement) R6 f .829 
NOTE: ND: Newly developed; R1a Hollenbeck, Williams & Klein (1989); R2b: Reich & Zautra (1991); R3c: Brotherton (2001); R4d: Putrevu & 
Ratchford (1997); R5e: Menon & Kahn (1995); R6f: Kahle (1983); Routinized Behavior was not pretested for Cronbach’s 
α. 
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APPENDIX B 
ONLINE EXPERIMENT 
 
The online experiment comprised three sections (A, B, C).  Beginning with the cover 
webpage involving inclusion and exclusion criteria, the following page provides a plain 
language statement and prescribed consent form.  Researcher and research company’s (i.e., 
THN) association are also identified.  Respondents were invited to confirm contact details 
(i.e., name, mailing address) for remuneration purposes.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
COVER WEBPAGE: INCLUSION AND EXCLUSION CRITERIA 
 
Do you or any of your immediate family or household work in any of the following areas?  
 Advertising  
 Market research 
 Food retailing 
 Journalism 
 None of the above 
 
Are you aged between 18 – 55?   
 Yes  
 No 
 
Are you the only, or one of the main grocery buyer(s) in your household?  
 Yes  
 No 
Webpage 1 
 274
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
PLAIN LANGUAGE STATEMENT 
 
Grocery Shopping Project 
 
You are invited to participate in a research project being conducted by RMIT University, 
which is not related to any proposed or current products or services. This information 
sheet describes the project in straightforward language, or plain English.  Please read this 
sheet carefully and be confident that you understand its contents before deciding whether 
to participate.   
 
Who is involved in this research project? Why is it being conducted? 
• This research project is conducted by Adeline Ong, a PhD student researcher from the 
School of Management, RMIT University, under the supervision of Prof. Kosmas 
Smyrnios.  This project is conducted as part of the thesis requirements in the Doctor of 
Philosophy program in Marketing.   
• This project is titled Grocery Shopping Project. This project has been approved by the 
RMIT Human Ethics Committee, and is partly funded by the School of Management, 
and Research Development Unit, RMIT. 
 
Why have you been approached? 
• You are invited to participate in this research project as you are regularly responsible for 
your household’s grocery shopping activities, and are aged between 18 to 55 years.  You 
were selected with the assistance of the research company, The Human Network. 
• 600 participants are targeted for this project. 
 
What is the project about? What are the questions being addressed? 
• The aim of this research project is to identify how grocery shopping behavior varies 
across different conditions. For example, how do consumers respond if there are 
changes to store layout?  It is also of interest to know how shopping behavior is 
dependent on shoppers’ goals.  
 
If I agree to participate, what will I be required to do? 
• Your participation will involve learning an adopted grocery shopping routine, followed 
by responding to several shopping scenarios (e.g., What would you do when there is a stock 
out? Or when you cannot locate a grocery item while in-store?) based on the adopted routine. 
Simply follow instructions presented, and select a response for each scenario.    
• This section is then followed by questions concerning your own “real life” personal 
grocery shopping experiences (e.g., What are important grocery shopping values for you and 
your family?).   
• The study takes approximately 15-minutes to complete.   
• Complete confidentiality is assured and anonymity will be maintained.  While you are 
encouraged to respond to all questions, participation is voluntary and thus, you are not 
under any obligation to complete tasks that may seem too uncomfortable. 
• Upon completion of the experimental survey, we will post you a $5 Coles Myer voucher 
for your time commitment.  
 
(continued …) 
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What are the risks or disadvantages associated with participation? 
• There are no perceived risks outside your normal day-to-day activities. 
 
What are the benefits associated with participation? 
• This study assists consumers better understand routinized behavior, which can be 
argued, is inherent in human nature.  It helps consumers understand reasons behind 
repetitive behaviors, and their responses to disruptions.  
 
What will happen to the information I provide? 
• Results of the study will be used solely for academic purposes.  They may be published 
and presented in academic journals and conferences but will not be used for any 
commercial reasons.  Any information that you provide can be disclosed only if: (1) it is 
to protect you or others from harm; (2) a court order is produced; or (3) you provide the 
researchers with written permission.  
• For reference purposes, data collected will be retained in the School of Management at 
the Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology for 5 years, as prescribed by university 
regulations, after which it will be destroyed thereafter.  
 
What are my rights as a participant? 
• As a participant, you have: 
• The right to withdraw participation at any time, without prejudice. 
• The right to have any unprocessed data withdrawn and destroyed, provided it can be 
reliably identified, and provided that so doing does not increase the risk for the 
participant. 
• The right to have any questions answered at any time. 
 
What other issues should I be aware of before deciding whether to participate? 
• The only other issue of concern involves confidentiality and privacy issues of sharing 
about an aspect of personal life: your grocery shopping behavior and routines. 
However, owing to the commonality of grocery shopping, it is unlikely that sensitive 
topics will be raised.  
 
Whom should I contact if I have any questions? 
• If you have any queries or would like further details, please feel free to contact Adeline 
Ong (PhD Student Researcher) at (03) 9925 5550, or email adeline.ong@rmit.edu.au.  
Alternately, you may wish to contact Prof. Kosmas Smyrnios (Senior Supervisor) at (03) 
9925 1633, or email kosmas.smyrnios@rmit.edu.au. 
 
 
Thank you. 
Webpage 2 
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PRESCRIBED CONSENT FORM  
 
In order to proceed, please read the informed consent agreement and give your consent to 
participate in this research project by checking X each box.   
 
 I have received a statement explaining the experimental survey involved in this  
 project. 
  
 I consent to participate in the above project, the particulars (including details of the 
 experimental survey) have been explained to me. 
  
 I authorize the investigator, or his or her assistant to administer an experimental  
 survey. 
  
 I acknowledge that: 
 Having read the Plain Language Statement, I agree to the general purpose, methods  
 and demands of the study. 
 I have been informed that I am free to withdraw from the project at any time and to 
 withdraw any unprocessed data previously supplied. 
 The project is for the purpose of research and/or teaching. It may not be of direct  
 Benefit to me. 
 The privacy of the personal information I provide will be safeguarded and only  
 disclosed where I have consented to the disclosure or as required by law. 
 The security of the research data is assured during and after completion of the study.   
 The data collected during the study may be published, and presented in academic 
journals and conferences but will not be used for any commercial reason.   Any 
information which will identify me will not be used. 
 
Participant :  I agree   I disagree  
 
Any complaints about your participation in this project (Ethics Approval No.: 
_____________) may be directed to the Chair, RMIT Human Research Ethics Committee, 
Research & Innovation, RMIT, GPO Box 2476V, Melbourne, 3001.  The telephone number 
is (03) 9925 5594 or email address rdu@rmit.edu.au. Details of the complaints procedure 
are available from the above address or http://ww.rmit.edu.au/council/hrec.  
 
Please ensure the postal details are correct. 
Your address is:  [ADDRESS] 
Your suburb is: [SUBURB] 
Your state is:  [STATE] 
Your post code is: [POSTCODE] 
Webpage 3 
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This project explores your grocery shopping behavior. 
 
Instructions  
There are 3 sections to this project: A, B, & C 
 
 
 
 
Section A 
You will be introduced to a scenario, which is to be adopted as your usual way of grocery 
shopping. Then, you will be asked to respond to grocery shopping situations that differ to 
this adopted way of shopping. 
 
Section B 
Here, you will be asked to rate number of questions that best describes your personal 
grocery shopping experiences. 
 
Section C 
Here, you provide us with a little information about yourself. 
Webpage 4 
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SECTION A 
 
For this section, imagine that the scenario below is  
your usual way of grocery shopping.  
 
 
That is, your weekly grocery shopping occurs on: 
 
Time:    Early Saturday mornings at 8am, taking approximately 45 minutes  
to complete shopping activities  
 
Situation:   At your local grocery store 
 
Reason:   You are familiar with the store's product offerings. Also, you enjoy  
shopping on early Saturday mornings as it is most convenient for 
you, with smaller crowds  
 
Shopping goal:  You shop sufficiently for your household for daily meals for the 
week 
 
In response to this scenario, what would you normally do?  
Webpage 5 
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For each action below, please select the number (1 to 5) that best describes what you 
would do: 
 
Note: You must select all 4 actions.  
  
 
 
ACTION 1 P2Q1 
1 2 3 4 5 
Follow my routine path 
without referring to 
aisle signage for 
direction 
 Follow my routine 
path with minimal 
attention to aisle 
signage for direction 
 Rely heavily on aisle 
signage for direction 
 
ACTION 2 P2Q2 
1 2 3 4 5 
Walk up to desired 
items only, without 
walking full length of 
aisles 
 Walk up and down full 
length of selected aisles 
 Walk up and down full 
length of most or all 
aisles 
 
ACTION 3 P2Q3 
1 2 3 4 5 
Select desired items 
only, without price 
comparisons 
 Compare prices of 
desired items only 
 Compare prices of 
desired items and check 
out other items (incl. 
promotions) 
 
ACTION 4 P2Q4 
1 2 3 4 5 
Stick to my shopping  
list only 
 Stick to my shopping 
list with minimal 
openness to other 
options 
 Consider other purchase 
options (incl. in-store 
displays) 
 
Webpage 6 
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With the adopted grocery shopping  
scenario in mind, please respond  
to the following situation: 
 
 
 
While at the store, you notice that there are in-store specials and sales on grocery items 
you might consider purchasing, despite having a weekly shopping list. What would 
you do?  
(Note: This question about impact of minor disruptions was administered for EGSC)  
 
Just as you leave the house, you receive a call from a friend who’ll be dropping by your 
house in about an hour’s time. Not wanting to leave your friend waiting, you try to 
speed up your shopping activities. What would you do? 
(Note: This question about impact of temporal poverty was administered for EGATC)  
 
Over previous weeks, the store has been running short of items on special/discount.  
Nonetheless, you are still able shop for your desired items. What would you do? 
(Note: This question about minor disruptions was administered for EGRV)  
 
Webpage 7 
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For each action below, please select the number (1 to 5) that best describes what you 
would do: 
 
Note: You must select all 4 actions.  
  
 
 
ACTION 1 P2Q1 
1 2 3 4 5 
Follow my routine path 
without referring to 
aisle signage for 
direction 
 Follow my routine 
path with minimal 
attention to aisle 
signage for direction 
 Rely heavily on aisle 
signage for direction 
 
ACTION 2 P2Q2 
1 2 3 4 5 
Walk up to desired 
items only, without 
walking full length of 
aisles 
 Walk up and down full 
length of selected aisles 
 Walk up and down full 
length of most or all 
aisles 
 
ACTION 3 P2Q3 
1 2 3 4 5 
Select desired items 
only, without price 
comparisons 
 Compare prices of 
desired items only 
 Compare prices of 
desired items and check 
out other items (incl. 
promotions) 
 
ACTION 4 P2Q4 
1 2 3 4 5 
Stick to my shopping  
list only 
 Stick to my shopping 
list with minimal 
openness to other 
options 
 Consider other purchase 
options (incl. in-store 
displays) 
 
Webpage 8 
 
 
 282
 
     Again, with the adopted grocery shopping  
scenario in mind, please respond  
to the following situation: 
 
 
 
After being away for 2 months, you realise the store layout has changed considerably. 
What would you do?  
(Note: This question about impact of major disruptions was administered for EGSC)  
 
Although you usually aim to finish shopping as efficiently as possible, you are not time 
pressed with other after-grocery-shopping activities this week.  In fact, you have an 
unhurried weekend ahead with no activities planned. What would you do? 
(Note: This question about impact of temporal surplus was administered for EGATC) 
 
Over previous weeks, several of your preferred brands were discontinued.  The store 
has also changed the store layout considerably owing to renovations. What would you 
do? 
(Note: This question about major disruptions was administered for EGRV)  
Webpage 9 
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For each action below, please select the number (1 to 5) that best describes what you 
would do: 
 
Note: You must select all 4 actions.  
  
 
 
ACTION 1 P2Q1 
1 2 3 4 5 
Follow my routine path 
without referring to 
aisle signage for 
direction 
 Follow my routine 
path with minimal 
attention to aisle 
signage for direction 
 Rely heavily on aisle 
signage for direction 
 
ACTION 2 P2Q2 
1 2 3 4 5 
Walk up to desired 
items only, without 
walking full length of 
aisles 
 Walk up and down full 
length of selected aisles 
 Walk up and down full 
length of most or all 
aisles 
 
ACTION 3 P2Q3 
1 2 3 4 5 
Select desired items 
only, without price 
comparisons 
 Compare prices of 
desired items only 
 Compare prices of 
desired items and check 
out other items (incl. 
promotions) 
 
ACTION 4 P2Q4 
1 2 3 4 5 
Stick to my shopping  
list only 
 Stick to my shopping 
list with minimal 
openness to other 
options 
 Consider other purchase 
options (incl. in-store 
displays) 
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SECTION B 
 
This section concerns your personal grocery shopping experiences.  
Please rate the level of importance each statement is to your  
personal grocery shopping needs, when shopping for yourself and  
for others. 
 
  
Important 
 Very 
Important 
1. Sense of belonging (e.g., shopping to fit in) P6-1 1 2 3 4 5 
2. Excitement (e.g., shopping for the thrill) P6-2 1 2 3 4 5 
3. Warm relationship with others (e.g., developing good 
ties) P6-3 
1 2 3 4 5 
4. Self-fulfilment (e.g., being praised for grocery  
choices) P6-4 
1 2 3 4 5 
5. Being well respected (e.g., being acknowledged by 
others) P6-5 
1 2 3 4 5 
6. Fun and enjoyment of life (e.g., shopping for  
pleasure) P6-6 
1 2 3 4 5 
7. Security (e.g., shopping with confidence and 
certainty) P6-7 
1 2 3 4 5 
8. Self-respect (e.g., shopping healthily)  P6-8 1 2 3 4 5 
9. Sense of accomplishment (e.g., shopping with 
achievement) P6-9 
1 2 3 4 5 
      
Optional      
Please enter details and rate level of importance of other 
goals/needs not mentioned in the above list: ___________ 
 
1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
5 
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For each item below, please rate the extent to which you agree with  
the following statements that best describe your grocery shopping  
experiences. 
 
 
 Strongly 
Disagree 
 Strongly 
Agree 
1. It wouldn’t take much to make me abandon my shopping 
goals P7-1 
1 2 3 4 5 
2. I am willing to put in a great deal of effort to achieve my 
shopping goals P7-2 
1 2 3 4 5 
3. I grocery shop with certain goal(s) in mind (e.g., for 
weekly meals; to shop healthily) P7-3 
1 2 3 4 5 
4. I grocery shop with goals that achieve one or more 
personal values P7-4 
1 2 3 4 5 
5. I visit similar grocery stores every week P7-5 1 2 3 4 5 
6. I tend to purchase groceries for similar occasions every 
week (e.g., groceries for dinners from Monday to  
Friday) P7-6 
1 2 3 4 5 
7. I follow similar in-store routes and aisles when grocery 
shopping P7-7 
1 2 3 4 5 
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For each item below, please rate the extent to which you agree with the following 
statements that best describes your grocery shopping experiences. 
 
 Strongly 
Disagree 
 Strongly 
Agree 
8. I find that a well-ordered mode of grocery shopping with 
regular  hours is the one for me P8-8 
1 2 3 4 5 
9. I generally stick to a certain grocery shopping schedule 
(e.g., Saturday mornings) P8-9 
1 2 3 4 5 
10. I have only a limited amount of time in which to finish 
my grocery shopping P8-10 
1 2 3 4 5 
11. I have similar activities that precede and follow grocery 
shopping activities P8-11 
1 2 3 4 5 
12. In whatever one does, the “tried and true” ways are 
always the best P8-12 
1 2 3 4 5 
13. I may be “set in my ways”, but for me that is the best way 
to grocery shop P8-13 
1 2 3 4 5 
14. I grocery shop in similar patterns as they help facilitate 
other activities, surrounding grocery shopping  
activities P8-14 
1 2 3 4 5 
15. I grocery shop in similar patterns every week because 
they work for me (e.g., convenience, familiarity) P8-15 
1 2 3 4 5 
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For each item below, please rate the extent to which you agree with  
the following statements concerning shopping for new/unfamiliar  
products. 
 
 
 Strongly 
Disagree 
 Strongly 
Agree 
1. When I shop, I like to try the most unusual items, even if I 
am not sure I would like them P9-1 
1 2 3 4 5 
2. When I go to the grocery store, I feel it is safer to buy 
groceries I am familiar with P9-2 
1 2 3 4 5 
3. I enjoy taking chances in buying unfamiliar brands just to 
get some variety in my purchases P9-3 
1 2 3 4 5 
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For each item below, please rate the extent to which you agree with the following 
statements. 
 
I stick to similar grocery shopping patterns (e.g., grocery provider, 
products, time) because: __________________ 
 
 
 Strongly 
Disagree 
 Strongly 
Agree 
1. I am committed to my grocery store P10-1 1 2 3 4 5 
2. My grocery shopping patterns are important to me P10-2 1 2 3 4 5 
3. Once I find a product/ brand/provider I like and am 
satisfied with, I stick with it P10-3  
1 2 3 4 5 
4. I would rather stick with a product/brand/provider I am 
usually associated with, than try something I am not very 
sure of P10-4 
1 2 3 4 5 
5. It is convenient to stick with products/brands/providers 
I know, and have experience with P10-5 
1 2 3 4 5 
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For each item below, please rate the extent to which you agree with the following 
statements. 
 
I stick to similar grocery shopping patterns (e.g., grocery provider,  
products, time) because: ______________________ 
 
 Strongly 
Disagree 
 Strongly 
Agree 
6. I don’t get bored with buying the same brands, especially 
if they are good P11-6 
1 2 3 4 5 
7. There are demands (e.g., health, transport, memory) that 
restrict my choices P11-7 
1 2 3 4 5 
8. I have favourite products/brands, to which I limit my 
purchases P11-8 
1 2 3 4 5 
9. There is a significant benefit to significant others (e.g., 
son’s/partner’s request) P11-9 
1 2 3 4 5 
10. I initially invested extra effort/time/money to simplify 
the grocery shopping I do now P11-10 
1 2 3 4 5 
11. The effort/time/money to switch would be high despite 
better options elsewhere P11-11 
1 2 3 4 5 
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Listed below are a number of statements concerning personal attitudes and traits. Please 
indicate whether each statement is true or false for you personally. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 True False 
1. I never hesitate to go out of my way to help someone in        
       trouble P12-1       
2. I have never intensely disliked anyone P12-2       
3. There have been times when I was quite jealous of the good        
       fortune of others P12-3       
4. I would never think of letting someone else be punished for        
       my wrong doings P12-4       
5. I sometimes feel resentful when I don’t get my way P12-5       
6. There have been times when I felt like rebelling against        
       people in authority even though I knew they were       
       right P12-6       
7. I am always courteous, even to people who are       
       disagreeable P12-7       
8. When I don’t know something, I don’t at all mind        
       admitting it P12-8       
9. I can remember “playing sick” to get out of something P12-9       
10. I am sometimes irritated by people who ask favours of        
       me P12-10       
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SECTION C 
 
This final section relates to your demographic.  Please select the response that best 
describes you. 
 
1. What is your gender? 
  Male 1 
  Female 2 
 
2. What is your age? 
  Under 20 1 
  20 to 29 years 2 
  30 to 39 years 3 
  40 to 49 years 4 
  50 to 55 years 5 
 
3. What is your highest level of education? 
  No formal education 1 
  Primary school 2 
  Secondary school 3 
  Undergraduate degree/TAFE 4 
  Postgraduate degree 5 
  Other 6 
 
4. In which category does total annual household income fall? 
  Under $20,000 1 
  $20,000 to $39,999 2 
  $40,000 to $59,999 3 
  $60,000 to $79,999 4 
  Above $80,000 5 
  Don’t know 6 
 
5. Are you currently employed? 
  Yes 1 
  No 2 
 
6. What is your highest level of education? 
  No formal education 1 
  Primary school 2 
  Secondary school 3 
  Undergraduate degree/TAFE 4 
  Postgraduate degree 5 
  Other 6 
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7. In which category does total annual household income fall? 
  Under $20,000 1 
  $20,000 to $39,999 2 
  $40,000 to $59,999 3 
  $60,000 to $79,999 4 
  Above $80,000 5 
  Don’t know 6 
 
8. Are you currently employed? 
  Yes 1 
  No 2 
 
9. What is your current marital status? 
  Single/Divorced/Widowed 1 
  Married 2 
 
10. How many people are currently living in the household? 
  1-2 person(s) 1 
  3-4 persons 2 
  5+ persons 3 
 
11. Are there children currently living in the household? 
  No children at home 1 
  Youngest children <5 years 2 
  Youngest children 5-15 years 3 
  Youngest children >15 years 4 
 
12. Do you own your home? 
  Own 1 
  Rent/Others 2 
 
13. Do you currently own a motor car? 
  Own 1 
  None 3 
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14. Are you solely or jointly responsible for household grocery shopping? 
  Sole responsibility 1 
  Joint responsibility 2 
  Who else? 
    Partner 2a 
    Child 2b 
    Parent 2c 
    Relative 2d 
    Friend 2e 
    Other 2f 
 
15. Approximately how long have you been the major grocery shopper for your 
household? 
  Less than 6 months 1 
  6 months to less than 2 years 2 
  2 years to less than 4 years 3 
  4 years to less than 10 years 4 
  More than 10 years 5 
 
16. Approximately how long have your been shopping from your primary grocery 
store(s)? 
  Less than 6 months 1 
  6 months to less than 2 years 2 
  2 years to less than 4 years 3 
  4 years to less than 10 years 4 
  More than 10 years 5 
 
PLEASE PRESS THE “SUBMIT” BUTTON  
THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION AND COOPERATION 
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APPENDIX C 
P-PLOTS OF NINE MEASURES RELATING TO ROUTINIZATION 
 
Normal probability plots (p-plots) are used to test for normality of the nine constructs: 
Routinized Behavior; Goal-Centeredness; Situational Contexts; Anticipated Temporal Conditions; 
Repetitive Value; Risk-Taking Attitude; and Personal Values: Self-Direction/Achievement; 
Enjoyment; and Maturity/Security.  As shown in Figures A.1 to A.9, measures are acceptably 
linear, indicating nonsignificant violation of normality assumptions.    
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Normal P-P Plot of Regression Factor Score (Routinized Behavior)
 
Figure A.1 Normal Probability Plots of Routinized Behavior  
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Figure A.2 Normal Probability Plots of Goal-Centeredness 
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Normal P-P Plot of Regression Factor Score (Situational Contexts)
 
Figure A.3 Normal Probability Plots of Situational Contexts 
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Figure A.4 Normal Probability Plots of Anticipated Temporal Conditions 
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Figure A.5 Normal Probability Plots of Repetitive Value 
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Figure A.6 Normal Probability Plots of Risk-Taking Attitudes 
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(Personal Values: Self-Direction/ Achievement)
 
Figure A.7 Normal Probability Plots of Personal Values: Self-Direction/Achievement 
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Figure A.8 Normal Probability Plots of Personal Values: Enjoyment 
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(Personal Values: Maturity/ Security)
 
Figure A.9 Normal Probability Plots of Personal Values: Maturity/Security 
 
